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Al EI Research Reports and Technical Reports are intended for sponsors of
R&D tasks and for other research and military agencies. Any findings ready
for implementation at the time of publication are presented in the last part
of the Brief. Upon completion of a major phase of the task, formal recom-
mendations for official action normally are conveyed to appropriate military
agencies by briefing or Dispthition Form.
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FOREWORD

For some time, the ARIFort Knox Field_Unit has been engaged_in the cfe= /

velopment and application of innovative, effective tee iniquesdesigned_to in-/
crease the quality of the products of Army Centers Schools. These products
include trained soldiers and training materials,; The training evaluation and
feedback team of this unit performs research and development on increasing the
quality of these. prdducts by Improving the information flow between trainingg

.

developers and evaluators and units in the field;

To improve the quality of their products, training developers need in7/
formation about the products from users in the field. Presently much_of the
information available to training developers_on their groducts is_collected in_
the field by training evaluatOrs; Training developers, however, have indicated
that the feedback that they receive from the field via training evaluatOrS
does not satisfy all of their feedback needs;

.
1

This report examines the types of feedback presently collected by training
eValuatorS_and.developers at one large Center/School and identifies their addi-
pitinal feedback needs. Present feedback_souroes are exemined'to determine
theit.attUraty and' uadfulness. The results guggest that the feedback present*
available to training developers is lacking in both specificity and objttiviti,
and thus may be_neither accurate nor up_eful. Recommendations_for improVing
the accuracy and_usefUlness of the feedback are given, which ha e implications

*for TRADOC and other Army personnel concerned with obtainin curate,/ useful
feedback from the field;



FEEDBACK NEEDS OF, TRAINING DEVELOPERS AND EVALUATORS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Requirement:

In order to improve the
need accurate; detailed feedb
developers depend_upon Direct
to supply the feedback neede
that the feedback that they
all ther needs. This repor
able tot training developers
suggest- ways to improve the
evaluars and developers at

Procedure':

uality of their productsraining developers ',
'ck from the field. For the most part, training

1

rates of Evaluation and Standa ditatien_(DOES)
Recently; training developer have indicated

re receiving from DOES torsjs not meeting
documents the kinds of fee back presently avail-

hrough;tra'ining evaluators_or other sources; and
flow of useful feedback frOm'the field to training
Centers/Schools.,

- Thirty-division and branch chiefs fromthe DU-Otter-ate of Training De-
.velopments (DTD),and the D ES at a large Center/School were interviewed son=
cerning their feedback nee s casing an interview form specially developed for
the purpose. After being old the purpOse.of the_4nterview; interviewees were
queried abbUt the types of feedback currently available to them; For each
type_of feedback Mentioned; the interviewees were asked to tell; where they get
t, how they use it, and ere they send it Interviewees were then asked to
state any needs that they might have for additionalfeedback. Results of the
interviews were recorded n the interview form by_the authors. Results ob-
tained from different interviewees were.integrated for draWing conclusions and
making recommendAtiens;

Findings:

The_preSent feedba k system is not providing all the feedback that train-
ing,deVeloperS need fo improving_ training programs and materials; In the
case, of training mater als; more feedback is needed on their availability and
use Ift the case of training programs; considerable feedback_is currently
available; but the feedback tends to-lack specificity and is largely derived
from subjective sources; To increase the quantity andiqudlity of feedback
avaiIalde;tolraining/delfeIopers; the coordination between DTD and DOES Vet=
sonnel should be increAe8; DTD personnel should increase the numbetOf con-
tacts with the field,/ morei.emphasis should be placed on hands-ton testing and
other objectiVe data collection methods;'andeomputer-based data analysis .and
management technique's for hmildling feedback should be-.developed;

UtilitatiOn of Findings:

The-findings of ihis1report should be useful to any grout or agency in
terested in obtaining accurate;feedback on the quality of their products..-
Training developers and evaluators should find the recommendatiOnCIncluded in-
the report particularly useful for improvingothe quality of the feedback that
they.obtain.

vii
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addition to gathering feedback on personnel; logistics; and training problems
from National Guard; Reserve; and active unitsin'the fieldi_the DOES collects
data on the effectiveness of courses conducted at the Center/School. Other
functions performed by the DOES-include prOviding and coordinating assistance

. to units in the field and coordinating modernization and deploy-Ment of new
weapons systems. Although these functions are as much a part of the DOES's
mission as evaluation, this report will emphasize the evaluative function
since much of the feedback collected by the DOES is collected for evaluation
purposes,

This paper concentrates on the feedback needs as they apply to the_products
of TRADOC Centers/Schools to include trained soldiers; training materials, and
to a limited extent, trainieng programs. The paper is comprised of five sections.
Following_this section; Section II describes the methods that were :used to iden-
tify the feedback needs of training developers (DTD's) and training evaluators
(DOES'S). Section III describes the collection and use of feedback data by
evaluators at one DOES and lists feedback needs as perceived by the DOES divis-

ion and branch chiefs. Section IV describes information feedback available to_a
representative DTD from'several sources; including the DOES, and tells how each

type of feedback is used by the DTD; with special emphasis_on DTD's feedbatk_

needs. Based on the feedback needs.as stated by treining_developers_and evalua-
tOrs and on previous analyses of feedback_ sources and methods (Burnside, 1981,

1982), the final section presents conclusions/about the feedback methods used in
gathering; analyzing and distributing feedback information on Center School

training development and Administration procedures.

While this paper deals primarily with feedback on soldier performance and
the use of training materials; many of the problems and issues identified apply

equally to other types of feedback needed by various agencies.. Other types of

feedback needed might include feedback on the utilization of training resources,

feedback pertinent to the assignment and retention of qualified personnel; and

feedback needed for managing facilities and materiel. The recommendations in-

cluded in Section V may be used by. any group or agency interested in obtaining

accurate continuing information on the quality of their products. Training_

develoirs and evaluators should find the recommendations especially helpful.
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SECTION II

INTERVIEW IEETHO DS s"

IntervieWeag

The:personnel interviewed were division and branch chiefs frOm the DTD and
DOES of a major TRADOC Center/School; Each division or branch chief interviewed
was responsible for management of a Major functional aroma; as outlined below. A
total of 30 division and branch interviews were conducted early in CY 1982;
tight in the DOES and t2 in the DTD. In some cases, experienced_personnel in_a
branch were iAterviewed jointly with or in addition to the branch chief, partic-
Ularly when the branch chief was relatively new_and inexperienced in theposi-
tion._ In the DOES, three division chiefs and five branch chiefs were inter-
viewed, and in the DTD six division chiefs and 16 branch chiefs were interviewed.
These personnel represented all the available division and branch chiefs occupy-
ing permanent operational positions; chiefs of-special teams or administrative
offices were not included in the 'interview sample. Eighteen of the30division/
branch chiefs interviewed were military officers; and the_remainder were civil-
ian personnel. The experience of the interviewees in their duty positions ranged
from a few months to seven, years. While no two DTD's or DOES's are organized
exactlyexactly the samei the personnel interviewed are representative f those in any

TRADOC Center/SthdOlDTDand DOES, The functional areas address d in the DOES
interview sample included evaluation of training at the Center/S hool; assess-

ment of personnel, logistics; and training matters in active A yi Reserve, and
National Guard units; and systems analysis. In the DTD the functional areas_
addressed included front-end analysis; development of individual and tollettie_
training materials; programs, and devices, production of training materials, and
distribution and management of extension training materials.

interview Form
/

In order to insure that a consistent structure was followed throughout the

interviews, a simple form was developed and followed. This form was modified
based upon experiences during early interviews; and the final versioni_ton§i§-
ting of three worksheets; is at Appendix A. The first worksheet contains an,
outline of the introduction to the interview and a general inquiry concerning

the types of feedback currently available. The second potksheet contains spe-
cific queations about the feedback identified on the first worksheet; and the

final worksheet contains d_genetal inquiry about the types of feedback needed

that are -not currently available Blank notebook paper was used to record any
infOrmatibh Obtained during the interviews that did not readily fit on One of

the worksheets.

Interview Procedures

The two interviewers for this project were the authors of the present re-

port. Both these individual§ had experience conducting similar interviews in_

previous research projects, and they practiced interview administratiOn tOgethet

to insure that they followed the same interview procedures. Each interview was



conducted in the interviewee's work area or a convenient conf ence facility;
The interviewer recorded the interviewees responses on the appropriate wo-rk-
.Sheets. ;

An introduction to the purpose and procedures of each interview was
given following the outline on Worksheet 1. Each interviewee therlilisted the
major types of feedback available to him or her; and these_ were recorded on
this worksheet. He/she then answered_the questions_on Worksheet 2 for each
type of feedback listed on Worksheet 1._ The interviewer completed separate
copies of Worksheet_2_for each type of feedback, The major types of feedback
needed_but not aVailable_Wete then recorded on Worksheet 3, alongwithany
general comments received. In some cases a return visit or telephone call
was made to an interviewee to clarify information-obtained. Entries on inter-
view worksheets. were revised as necessary after the -rview to insure that

they contained complete and readable information.

6



SECTION III

DOES FEEDBACK SOURCES AND NEEDS

As one of their missions, DOES'S provide feedback to Centers/Schools don-,

tetning problems existing at training institutions and in thefiUd. DOES's
use a variety of methodsto-gAher the necessary'information and disseminate
it to the appropriate:directorates/departments at the-Centers/Schools. The
method employei.byDOES in collecting and disseminating the feedback informa-
tion 1 igely determine the quantity and qualityof feedback available\td
Center /Schools.' \.

Thhs -section describes thekinds:offeedbacNiprovided to the directorates/
departments at oneCenter/School by the DOES at that institution; For each
type of feedback listed,_ methods used by the DOES to obtain and distribut that

information will be identified and discussed; As a matter of convenience,
information obtained from units in the field and information colledted at t
institution will be discussed separately. Following the discussion of type Of

feedback and feedback methods, the techniques used 'by the_DOESih redUCih8 and
analyzing feedback information are disdussed. This is followed by agenetal
discussion of the 1Sefulness andreliability of the_IeedbaCk presently provided
by the DOES. The section concludes with a descriptian ofAhe feedback needs of

h:6-TOES.- - :-

Although the data presented in this section are based on the study of a

single DOES, the types of feedback discussed and many of the problems associa-
ted with the collection and dissemination of this information are common to

other DOES's and thus-nay provide valuable lessons for DOES'S in general; This

section may also be of use to departments and other directarateS for under-
standing what types of feedback DOES's obtain and how they obtain them;

Feedback From The Field

DOES'S generally send evaluation teams to units in the field to obtain
information about problems the units might be experiencing. The DOES in this

studysendsteamsconsisting of two to five members to each active and reserve

I

unit once every two or three years. Th members' of. the teartCtypIcallyinclude

individuals knowledgeable_in the areas f ersannel, logistics and training:

During each visit the_evalUation team addisters various surveys; question-
naires; and informal-interviews to selected unit personnel. Neither systematic

observation nor formal testing is used in gathering the information._ Surveys

administered_ by DOES personnel to graduates of the training institution and

their supervisors require the graduates/supervisors to rate the graduate's per-

formance on specific tasks; Questionnaires in the areas of logistics, personnel;

and training are either sent;to the -unit just prior to a visit or are adminis-

teredan the spot by DOES personnel. The queStionnaitesinclUdequestions.on
availability and quality_of personnel,- equipment, -and training materials and are

generally completed by the ranking officers in the unit. The interviews; most of

which are also conducted with these officers; address many of the same topics as

18
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the_questionnaires; but include additional ques,tions-an-training materials and
(,) soldier performance and a few followgup questions based on the unit's response

to the questionnaires.

For each graduate-producing course taught
at the Center/School; graduate supervisor's surveys Are,completed by,supetvisors
of recent graduates; These surveys require superviadra" to rate on a fivepoint
scale the performance of each graduate relative to_that of the average performer
on specific teaks. The supervisor is also required t rate, on a five- point

scale; the criticality of each task and estimate how Erequently.the graduate
being evaluated performs the task. Similar surveys, referred. to as graduate
surveys:are completed by the graduates themselves,. butonly by grdduates of NCO
and officer, courses. In these graduate surveys, the graduates are required to
rate_their own performance on each task, estimateitheir,freRuency of performance;
and judge the criticality of the tasks; Wh-eathe responses .to these survey-s in-

dicate that th graduate: performs certain taSks poorly, a_follow-up_interview may
be conducted to determine what parts of the tasks the graduates_can't doand why

they can't do them. Separate follOw-up interviews are conducted for tasksper-
formedmarginally.and tasks performed:especially well. One interviewee., how-

ever; Indicated that follow-up interviews of survey responses were seldom con-
.

ducted in recent visits. The results of supervisor and graduate sUrveys.are
rarely-reported by the DOES, and it was not clear how or if these..tesulta were

being used. #,^

DOES personnel have indicated that graduate supervisor's,sUrveys are used

in lieu of hands-on performance testing becausethe demands of the latter are

extensive in terms of time and resources. Howeveri_Burnside (1982) has suggested

that subjective appraisals of_performance on- specific tasks, like those required

by the DOES surveys; may not be accurate, and should always be checked against
objective measures, such aS observations or tests of hands-on performance;_to

ensure their- ccuracy.- Discussion with DOES personnel indicates that no gEturacyL

checks have been made for the uaduate and graduate supervisor's surveys.
i.

nnaires. The evaluation team administers three differ-
ent questionnaires during field visits: (1) a personnel questionnaire, (2) a

logistics questionnaire; and (3 an Army Training and_Evaluation Piogram CARTE?)

,questionnaire: The personnel_q estiodnaire is generally administered directly to
'the battalion commander by thechief of the persOnhel division or his representa-

tive during the visit. Logistics and ARTEP:questionnaires; on the other hand are

mailed to the unit just prior to the evaluation team's visit and a member of the

team collects the completed questionnaire shortly after arrival in the unit. The

logistics questionnaire is complfted by the battalion logistics oMiceri_battalion
maintenance officer, and/or executive officer while the ARTEP_questionnaire is

usually completed bythe battalion operations and ,training officer. The personnel

questionnaire includes questions On the'numbers,_experience, and training of the

personnel _in t e unit. -Thejogistics questionnaire includes additional questions_

on the number 1'f personnel in the_unit having desired educational and experiential

qualifications. - Questions regarding the:condition and availability of equipmdht

needed by the un t also appear on the logistics questionnaire as do questions

concerning the ability of unit personnel to deMonstrate profiCiency or understanding.

A

_ _
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in general functional areas (e.g.,_troubleshooting; use of publications). The
ARTEP questionnaire is used to evaluate the ARTEP with emphasis on the ARTEP
document;, Included are4questions designed to assess the unit's opinions about
the Usefulnessof:the ART;P'and to determine how the unit uses the document;

While some questions on the.personnel, logistics, and ARTEP questionnaires
may provide objective; guantifiabIe data, overall the questionnaires do -not
provide the data in cabugh detaii.tO satisfy the needs of training developers.
As presently stated, many of the questions identify general problems but do not
pinpoint the source of those problems so that thd problems can be eliminated.
In order to satisfTthefeedback requirements of training developers, some of
the questions included in,the personnel; logistics and ARTEP-questionnsires may
need to be redesigned and additional questions developed.

informal interviews: Another type of information gathered during field
visits consists of data;from in- formal interviews with battalion and company
tommanders- and their:staffs. Generally the interview covers personnel; train-

logistics topics., The- usefulness of training materials (e.g., ARTEPS,
Skill Qualification- Tests (SOTO:, Field Manuals,: Technical Manuals; Commanders
Guides) are typically addressed during the interview, as are some general ques-
tionsabdutsoldier'performance. Informal interviews are conducted by one or
more.members of the evaluation team:. At least two members of the team indicated
that they, use a topical outline as .a checklist in conducting these interviews.

-The data - -co lected-during-the-inte view-arerecorded-as-lor4--hand notes-by the-
interviewer;

The DOES.surveyed in this st dy relies heavily on the' information collegted,
during interviews for identifyin problems experienced by units in the field;
While unit. personnel respond avorably to interviews, preferring them to qUes7.
tionnaires (Burnside, 1981), lack-of_structure_in many interview situations may
result in a failure to capture much important data and,hihder comparison of -data
across units. The interviews.may need to- be structured by including a standard'
,tetof,questionS,that.are asked of every unit visited. As the reliance on the
interview. as one's prithary source OfAdata increases; the importance of struttur-
ins the interview also Increases.

Trip reports. The, DOES uses the information gathered durrhg visits to the
f.ield_as input to trip reports_written following each visit. These reports are
usually written by:theevaluationteam leader. EactLtrip report:consists of a
series of statements about the unitvisitech jilany_of the statements identify
problems that the unit is,experiencing. In the trip reports; personnel, logiS-
t,ical, and training problems are generally listed separately; Typical Problems.:
Iited in trip reports'Includethe unavailabilit of certain training materials
and equipment or unit dissatisfac ion with the material's and equipment that are
available. :Among otherproblems frequently mentinned,areshortcoMings in=insti-
tutional.training programs or percerveddelciencies in the performance of the
graduates of those ?rograms; Personnel'shortages of personnel having Skills
tritio4to the functioning of the unit isanother frequently mentioned problem;
Although any problem identified during a field visit might be included in a
trip report% one team leader for'the evaluation team stated that frequency of



occurrence and problem.criticaIity are prime conaiderations in deciding which

problems to include; However; no running tally is kept on the frequency of

occurrence of different problemai and thereiare no set criteria for judging

either the frequency or criticality of a_prObleM. Selection of problems for

inclusion in trip reports then may best be described as based on the subjective

judgment of the team leader.

Trip report extracts. Once assembled, the complete trip report with
executive summary and inciosures is provided to the Comnanding General of the

Center/School for his toviet4; The Commanding General routinely uses information
from trip reports in his monthly letter to comnandera in the field. Upon

approval-Pf the Commanding General; appAcable portions of_trip reports are ex

tracted and transmitted to the. Center/Schooldepartments/directoratesand to

major-commands{T-RADOC-FORS-COM-; DARC-01,1--Tez--th6111 taWthc
units evaluated; unit designations are normally deleted from the trip report

extracts; Thetrip report_extract§ are the primary means by which the DOES

informs the Center/SchOO1 departments/directorates and major commands about
problems experienced -by units in, the field;Trip report exteacts'usually include

a request that the DOES be informed of any actionsthat the department /directorate

takes to address the problems identified. 4.

Unit , .: Units surveyed during field visits often vOlUnter=
ily provide training materials that they have developed for their own use. Upon

--theirreturn to the 05ntetiS-choolTANDES-evaliaation team personnel place these '

materials in a file. If the materials are particularly od; or if they are

likely to be of general interest, they may be added to the trip report as

Inclosures.

Other field feedback.-tedia. Besides providing input for trip reports, the

information obtained from the surveys and questionnairas completed during field

visits provides feedback in other ways. For example; completed ARTEP question-

naires are.sent to the DTD; where they are available_d§feedback for updating

or modifying ARTEP documentation. The DOES petatinhel division compiles quarter

ly summaries from .the responses_to the personnel questionnaire. These summaries'

present totals; averages, or other dectiptive statistics in tabular form for

each questionnaire item across the units surveyed during that quarter. Quarter-

ly summaries are kept on file at the DOES and are sent to the Directorate of

Combat DevelopMenta (DCD), the MilitaryPersonnel Center; or the Soldier Support

Centerun occasion. Responses to graduate and graduate supervisor surveys are

entered quarterly into a computer via a remote terminal by DOES personnel in the

systems information division; DOES personnel have programmed the computer to

compute descriptive statistics arid' generate tables of these data for making_sim-

ple comparis6ns;4 These data are -used by the training division of theDOES in

identifying erends in_the abilities of graduates to perform or not perform spe-

cific tasks. Thia informatiOn may be- passed along to the DTD; thedepartments,)

or the Commanding General of the Center/School, Data froth the logistics question-

naireare,'revieWed by the Chief of the LogisticS Division.- The Logistics Chief

extracts the information pertaining to_the Oi Unit personnel to perform_

it*general functional areas (e.g.i troubleShboting,*useofpublications) from the

;logistics questionnaire; summarizes it, and forwards the results to the
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Maintenance Department._ The Maintenance Department, however, indicates that
the information provided_on soldier performance is too general. To say that
Soldiers cannot troubleshoot is not sufficient._ The Maintenance Department
'needs to know what soldiers, in how many battalions, Cannot perform what ISar-
ticular troubleshooting functions on what equipment and what are the reasons:
for the poor performance (e.g.; cannot locate faults, inability to use par.-
ticular test equipment);

Another means of providing feedback:on unit problems and needs is the
Annual Branch Training Team {BTT) Report. The author of the BTT report, usu-
ally_a branch chief in the training.ckivision or the DOES director; selects what
he/she feels to be the most important information gathered by the DOES during

________field visits far the year for inclusion in an AnnualBTT report. The BTT
Annual Report it prepared:for the Commander of the US Army'Training and Doc-
trine Command (TRADOC) in accordance with TRADOC Circular 350-81-1. DOES's BTT
report is not distributed to(ather departments /directorates at the Center/
School; although the final BTT report produced by TRADOC may be distributed .to
the Center/School departments/directorates.

The DOES collects information from units that cannot be visited during a
given year by_mailing out surveys_and questionnaires to them. Questionnaires
and surveys distributed to units by mail include a personnel unit assessment

c:!,1.

questionnaire, a logistics unit ssessment questionnaire, graduate supervisor's
surveys and graduate surveys.- mpleted questionnaires -or- -surveys -are returned
to the Dogs through the mail; DO S personnel estimated the return,rate-to vary
from IO% for the graduate Surveys to 40% for the personnel questionnaires. Tile .

relatively low return rate for t graduate surveys might _be due in_part to its
length, which varies from 3 to 1 pages -for different_gradUates. The personnel
questionnaire, on the other hand, s only -2 pages in length, and is sent to
battalion Commanders; who may be more willing than recent graduates to com#1ere
questionnaires of whatever length. The resulting data are treated essentially
inithe same way as the analogous data collectedduring.fieid visits; except that
the data collected through the mail are not included in trip reports.

Although distributing surveys and questionnaires through the mail is effi-
cient in terms of time, effort, and money; and provides the DOES with information
that might not Otherwise be obtained; there are serious drawbacks to this method

of collecting feedback. The low return rate makes it questionable whether the
responses are representative of the units surveyed. Another drawback is thdt
unit_persannel'often perceive mailed surVeys_Ap chores to be tolerated and do
not devote as much thought to completing them as they could.

,Another source of feedback from -the field_on_scildier performance is the

results of Comprehensive Occupational Data Analysis Program (CODAP) surveys;

The DOES periodically receives print7outs of CODAP results from the Soldier

Support Center; National Capitol Region in Alexandria:yA.. CODAP surveys

typically require _soldiers torate,a list of tasks pn_pachLofseveralfactars________
to include task criticality, how frequently the task is performed, and how well

it is performed. Several DOES personnel mentioned receiving CODAP results but
only one branch chief indicdted that he used the results. That branch chief
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stated that he extracted data fret the DAP surveys_on, the- requency of per-

(formance of tasks and used the data_in conjunction witha er infortatien to
determine if the right skills are being emphasized at the Ceftter/School :He
did not eXplain just how he combined the CODAP data with other information; nor
,did he describe how he decides if the right skills are receiving emphasis:

The primary.source of data for matters concerning the National Guard is
the National Guard_Bureau. The Army National Guard_(ANaadvisor freqUently
receives requests for *formation about the_NationalGuar'd fromvariousagen7
cie8 (e.g.; the DTD, the DCD) at -the Cdhter/School. Typically_ following such a
requ6§E, the ANG AdViSor calls the National Guard Bureau, which_either_provideS
the needed data ,on the phone or sends the data in written form to the ANC ad-
visor-. The ANC advisor then 'relays the data to the person or agency requesting
it; Among the types of-Information requested are SIrresults; demographic:data
on ANG personnel; number of ANG personnel qualified. in a particular MOS; and
questions regarding the number of a given item of equipment or device aVailable
in'ANC units.

Feedback At The Center /School

MUCh_of the information feedback gathered on soldier performance and train-
ing Materiap at the Center/School is collected by evaluation personnel in the
DOES training division.. Types of'information;gathereccby these personnel in-
include performance data.on objective tests; perceptions of graduate performance;
student and instructor evaluations of courses taught at the Center/Schooli,and
obServations of the training process used in conductipg the courses.

Course test results. _The_training division routinely receives results'of
tests administered at regular intervals from file test and evaluation branch of

the 'Directorate_ Of PlahS and Training(DPT); These results are received in the
ferth of tables displaying the number of soldiers tested and the number receiving

first -time NO -GO's on each task; From the DPT; the DOES also receives completed
scoresheets showing each soldier's performance on each task._ These scoreSheetS

break out the individual soldiers performance by subtask and give reasons for

NO-CO's on each task and subtask. _From_these scoresheets the DOES compiles the

percentage of soldiers tested Whe_failed the tasks foreachreason; The DOES

also uses the scordSheetS to compile the number of tasks failed by eachindivid-7 c

ual soldier. The results of DOES's analysis of the test results are distributed

to the DTD; DPT, and the various directorates/departments responsible fbir the

instructionJ

When the testing is donecorrectly in an unbiased manner; the test resultS'

provided by the DPT; and DOES'S_ahtlysis ofthem;_are an excellent source -of

objectiVe feedback to training developers, especially when coupled with otserva7-

tional.date on the training preceding them; On several occasions DOES perjonnel

-- 1Until recently; these test results were incorporated in semiannual or quar-

terly tepotts distributed to the DTD and others. But the present_hranch chief

has discontinued these reports because of the excessive tithe r6c*red.to priguce

them.
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have observed the testing to be so poorly conducted tha .the outcome could not
be'trusted. In at least one case, DOES personnel administered independent tests
to a sample of soldiersijollowing a course because of low-confidence in the
course test results. The results of this independently administe ed test were
made known tothe COmmanding General p he Center/School, but w e-notdis-
tributed to the department or the DTD.

---(SQ7)-_results.. Another source of objective infor-
;mation received by the DOES training division is SQT resultss 9QT results ink
the form of a computer print-out are sent to the DOES from the'Aimy Trainingt_
Support Center (ATSC) each quarter; The SQT results are broken oat, by NOS gtrd
skill level. The print-out lists SQT items along with the percentage of sol-

'diers receiving NO-GO's on each item. Ite(s having high failure rates (e.g.;4
90% or greater) -and the ta0cs With which they are:associated are investigated_
by the DOES to determine_the reasons -for the_poor performance. The DOES checks
the wording-of the offending item anaboks for. discrepancies betweeu the task
as tested on the SQT and astrhined in the unit and described in the soldiers
manual All SQT-related problems identified by the DOES are referred to the
DTDfor its consideration and/or resolution. SQT problems may also'be bwought
to the attention of an4individual test specialist working for ATSC but cblocated
With the DTD.

, 411

InterViews with training divisionpersonnel suggest that the feedback prb-
vided to the DTD and ATSC on SOT problemaihas been relatively infrequent in the
past and is becoming__ less frequent as soldier performance on the SQT improves.
What feedback the DOES does provide to the DTD or ATSC is communicated by phone
or in a memorandum.

Miners. Training division 'personnel conduct informal-
feedback seminars with officers and NCO's within the first two weeks of the .NCO
and officer advanced courses at the School, Officers -and NCO's_are asked.to
estimate their ability or the ability of those-that they supervise to perform
specifit tasks.:.'Auestions concerning task performance are asked of the officers
and NCO's as a seOup, and response _are recorded as longhand.notes. Informatilin

f

obtained through these feedback.se inars is used in conjunction with graduate
supervisor survey res arses (collecte44n the field) for identifying;

tasks that .are performed poorly by graduate8iWben'officers indicate that a
large proportion of).-graduates (precise objective criteria were not stated) can-

not perform a particular task ,batisfactorily, training division personnel

inspect the training usin methods described in thefollowing paragraph toleter- y
t

mine if the prOblem lies in'the training program. Problems identified through

the use of graduate surveys and feedbecLseminnrs are typically referred to

course managers_of_the appropriate departments, the DTD; or to the_ Assistant

Commandant of the Center/School for action or information purposes.'

.,_ .i;

rourse_evaluations. The_ -routinely" courses given at the

CenieriSchool. Practically all new or pilot courses arebevalmatsed, with other

established courses beingcovered to nlesser'degree. Observat ns are collected

--during training and-teStinsto determine- the:effectiyanes-and efficiency of the_

courses. Until recently the observations of training and testing were collected_

.)
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routinely using structured observat4on forms that allow the obsetVet to chock

or the OttUrrencf of particular training events and record his/her-Comments;

i

Using attaining valuation form; the evaluator sought to determine LE tasks

Were demonstrate and to standard; if the lesson plan ura -followed;

and iffteededtr fining materials and job aidS were used.' Using a testing

evaluation form; the evaaataror0e-d t-eSting to determine if the right

tasks were bell-1g tested to the correct standards and checked tOr.t>iss by

examiners' in admi,nistering and scoring the.'-Least. The DOES branch_chief reSpOn-

sible for course evaluatipn at the C6nter/SchooI indicatedthattheS6 fa-MO are

no longer used routinely in evalu'aring training and testing; And that he_- ___
favors alldwing a subject matter expert to monitor the clasS_and make notes on

any prdbletS observed.s pata collected during course evaluationaititt:tevieved--

perieditally,looking for recurring comments or_something that is totally at

Vatiante;With'references (e.s.; soldier's manUals,_field mandals;_technical

manualS); lesson piansi Or expec.ted preCedni4S._When,prohIems are iderktifidit

they are "relayed to_the instructional depattMerffs, 1h' DTD; or_ to the Deputy

Assistant Commandant for Ffans and Operations for corrective action..,; The fte-
.

/quency of-feedback of informatieti on teUtS0 problems.to the instructional

departments varies._ 'For new courses being piloted; feedba4may be given on a

weekly_basis. Feedback on other tourses'is less-frequent and somewhat ..Uteguiar;

.
.

.

.

Course evaluationS are an imp ortant part of an overall ,feedback system.

Tasks .that Are not performed.weIl by soldfers in the field often are not trained

well tt theCenter/School; DOES'.s must employ reliable metlpds id conducting

course evaluations. Sending a subject matter expert to clar&-vith instructions

to record any problems he/she obserVeS,dbeS not consistently produce reliable

data. This method of,"elluating ttaining.is Iikqlyto miss the most critical

problets assocaWd with Ctidiqing and testlng and focdson.minor technical dis-

:crepancies.in the course' Obtent. A ii;steEatic method for eValuatiqg training

has been.deveroped:byAgarid.is documented in a series-afjobaids (Kristiansen;

1981; Kristiansen & Witter; 1982a; Rristiansen & Witter, 198Th; Witmer; 1.981).

.
. -. -.

,
m ---c--

Student quest-ionnaires; TWevalnating School courses; the training division

gathers-information'from students ava instructors. Just prior to graduation,

Stalqnt questionnaires are.adMinisttred in Officer and NCO courses. Student

.
questiOnnaires provide atudents_thy opportunity to rate the instructional, ade-

quacy _ofthe. training they received for each task taught during_ the course; When.:

esporisesto the student questionnaire show that 207; or mare of" those surveyed

are dissatisfied_withthe ttainiag given for any one task, the instructional de=

partment responsible for the training-t and the DTD are informed of the

...

..potential problem. . .

,

-The DOES bases its use Of student questionnaires onthr assumption that
_.,

Officers and NCO 's are_qualifiedtO'judgethe adequacy_ef_tle
training that they

. to.oi.ve; Wroalityi however, ttudentsTilly not be qUalifiegto judge the acle- ;

quacy of the'training_they teedive; It is hnlikely hat stiidents_possess,the

technical sophisticatidt necessary that would Allow item:to evilluate edther

course content or the training and te:itilig_iii-00!;,:eqy loyed. Students' eval-

uations ma -al -so be uqauly trifluenCed by the perenallty or preilntation style

()

1
Loathe instructor. .

i
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Instructor guest-ronnal-re-s-. Periodieall, the DOES utilizes instructor
:cpieStiohriaires to get the instruttor'sper-pective on the adequacy of the
course design and the quality of the training materials provided. Instructor
questionnaires are most frequently used in conjunction with piloting a new
course or du3ing a special stud;: of a particular course: they are not used:-_
routinely in evaluating training. Instructor questionnaires are either mail'ed
to instructors or handed directly to the instructor folloWirig a_tlaSS. Ih

either case; the instructor is .asked to complete the questionnaire independ-
ently and return it directly to the DOES. recently, the DOES tabulated
the inst'ructots' ,responses on each item for inclUi-Oh in quarterly or sellti-

annual course reports. _We were not able to dotortine how the results from.
this questionnaire are being used atathe present tire:

Co- bested with but not directly affiliated with
the DOES is the Commanding General's training inspection team. The primary'

function of the team is to periodically inspect the training of every unit at

the Center /School: This includes activities responsible for institutional
training_as well as active operational units. In the past year, the traini- ng

inspection team has inspected over 600 block§ of instruction:

A standard training inspection report data collection form (Appendix 19

is used in inspecting the training and reporting the results of the inspection.

The data collection form includes items to be observed during_the training and

testing. The form has a place for recording whether or not the event described

in the item occurred and provides some space for inspector's remarks and ____

rotortimendations The space provided however is inadequate and does not,encourage

the training inspector to make comments ASOCialinspeetion form is used for

inspecting physical readiness training. Al; ether training is inspected using

the standard inspection report foeni.

The training inspecO.robserYeS the. training and testing as rey occur,

recording answers to specific questions relating; to tit quality of the training:

What an answer to one of these quest ions indicates a_ problem wittraining or
tihg, the inspector writes a short comment beneath the iteM, explaining why

the quest ion was answered as it was. Additional comments and recommendations

are recorded on the last page of the inspection report. a, fast step in

inspecting the training.; the inspector assesses whether or not the training

achieved its training objective and records his/her assessment_ in the report.

This assessment is to a certain extentsublective; and taken al-one may not

adequately, reflect the effectiveness of the training_. Following the inspection;

the inspector briefs the instructor on the good and bad Qoints of the training.

Each completed inspection report Is reviewed by the chief of the. Training

Lii!itiotion Team for completenvnf; and internal onsistency'. The training_inSpee-

torlogs the class In on a large chart as haying been IIPTctdi whten lists

the unit and class inspected, the ihStru tor; the ln.Tei-tortn overall assessment.

of the class; and the date of the inspection. The completed ri.tiort I thrn filed

by (1,1v for ease oi reference.
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Course test results and SO.. results Were perceived as being reliable as were

questionnaiie and interview data't'allected-during field visits; Only two

sources of datal4ere questioned with regard to their reliability or usefUlneSS.

One_ branch chief questioned the=reliability_of_theigraduate superViSat'S Sut-

vey'S on the baSis that the results may be affectedby hoW well the sUperVISots

expect the graduates to do. Another branch chief- expressed confidence in the

tenability of the graduate Supervisor's surveys bUt lacked Confidence in the

ability of graduates to estimate their own performance on specific tasks as is

required bythegraduate surveys. ProfeSSiandlism surveys were considered to

be of limited value as a means for identifying problems.

Feedback Needs

Feedback from users. Mast of the information collected by the DOES is

used for identifying problems associated with processes and products of the

Center/Schaal. As mentioned earlier; the DOES typically raferathese problems

to the ditectorate/department:who is in the beSt posOion to solve them; Prob=

leMS_ate usually described in narrative or Statement form in a report or mem-

orandum that also contains information btlefly.explaining the source of the_

data Normally the DOES does not make recommendations on what actions should

be taken to address the probleffiS. The solution tothe'prohlem is left up to

the responsible directorate/depattment; as is the decision of what action to

take;if any In one senS6,_the DOES can be said to turn ovetWhatever-prob,-

Iems it finds to the responsible
directorate/department., The directorate/

department; in turn, may or may not address the problem and is nbt obligated

to take any action whatsoever to eliminate the problem.

GenerallykAirectorates/deparlidentS receiving information about problems

from the DOES do_noi informthe DOES about what steps; if any, they are taking

tlieliminate±the proles ident/ified. Thus the DOES_receivesvery little feed-

baCk froff-users'on.:ho-w_the-litifeimation
that.it provides is being used; or even

if the information is_ being used Occasionally a userwillsenda reply to

the DOES indicating theit agreement or disagreement-With the TOES's;;conclusions

and deScribing what theyate doing ;toaddreSS the problems; One branch chief

indicatedthahenever he reported probleMS ta_a directorate/department, he

requested that the directortite/departMent,-:by = -a specified datei inform him of

what action* were being taken to address the problets; Other branch,chiefs

stated that their. Trimary means of determining whether changes had been made

In response, to the problems'they had'identified was to -make additional observa=

tions in the field or -at theCenter/School. For example, ifithe same probleta

were found during an'inapettionof a particular block of instruction that -ware

identified during a previous inspection ofthatinStruction; then the DOES can

be pretty sure ,that no action'weS:taken:ta elittinate the prohlems: In

cases the DOES may. nform the.Omanding General's of(icethat no correctiVe

act ion has been taken :to'elitinate the problem's*

.The lack of direct feedbackjtem directorates/departments regarding hpw

they use (or if they
are_abletaAlse) the informat_on proviAed,by the DOES iS

a major impediment to obtaining better and more_uSefulfeedback. Without

regular use feedback0. the DOES may assume the feedback they proVide is -entirely

2
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S)tisfactory andis useful in correcting_CenteriSchool problems. Statements by
DOES_personnel expressing confidence in the reliability of the feedback they
provide; an&their reticence in identifying additonal feedbathnoode7Andieatt
their-overall satisfaction wah-ttre7-feedhack they provide; User feedback is
needed to intorm theDOES of which types of feedback are most useful and to
identify additional feedback needs.

Additional_feedback-needSi DOES division and branch_chiefs indicated few
areas in which they needed additional feedback. TWo of those interviewed in
dicated that they already were getting more feedback than they could handle.
A third expressed the opinion that'present levels of data collection activi-
ties-were-placing excessive demands on units in the field.

Of those expressing the need for additional_back,--thr4ite--wen-te
task specific feedback regarding hands-on performance in the field. One sug-
gested that this feedback should- -come from hands-on tests administered to sol-
diers in the field, but another felt that DOES's did not have timeduring-field
visits to conduct hands-on tests. One of those wanting more taskspecific
feedback was especially interested in getting more and better feedback on -gun-
nery performance. He perceived the need to identify individuals who contin-
ually fail to qualify on various gunnery tables awl exercises and what types,
of engagements caused soldier& the most difficulty. He suggestid-that each
time gunnery is conducted the foqowing kinds ofAnfortation should be recorded
and _made available for analypis (1). type

social security number of the soldier(s) participating; (3) when and in what
loCationthe:gunnery occurred; and (4) what engagements and parts -of engagements
were failed by each soldier. 'Three interviewees indicated that they need more
information on the availability and frequency of use of training materials,
includingtechnical'lessont; detices; and publications; Another need alluded to
was the difficulty iii:ObtaiiiIng-detiographi-C-data,on indiv uals; particularly in
the reserve component.

Summary

DOES's provide much of the feedback Available to Centers/Schools. Various
methods are employed by DOES's to provide this feedback and distribute it to
the appropriate directorate/department; Some of these methods;- however; produce
feedback:that is neither reliable nor useful to the directorate/department re-_
ceiving it Aside from the.methods themselves; inadequate analysis by the DOES_
and lack of direct feedback from users. are the factors that are mosCdetrimentaL
totthe reliability and. Usefulness of Teedback. .

The types of feedback disCussed in this section are listed'in Table 1;
-along with the types of feedback available to the DTD; which are discussed in
the next section. Also included in this table are the sources of feedback and

initial recipient of each type (DOES;. DTD; or both). The table:is intended
to summarize'both this and the.next section and -to bridge the -gap'between them.
While reading the next section; it may be useful to -refer back to Table 1 to
obtain a summary of the types of feedback already discussed.
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Table 1

Summary of Feedback Available to a Typical DOES and DTD

Source

xternal;

Graduate supervisor surveys

'Graduate purveys

.Personnel questionnaire

Logistics questionnaire '

ARTEP questionnaire :

Informal interviews

Trip reports and eXtracts

Unit training materials

CODAP survey results

SQT results

Informal, unsolicited feedback

iternal:

Course test results

Course evaluations

Student questionnaires

Instructor questionnaires

Informal feedback seminars

Training inspections

Professionalism surveys

Program of Instructionf(POI)

changes

Pilot teachings and student trials

Supervision of recent graduates

Recent_ graduates_

'Battalion commanders

Battalion log off, maint off, or X0

'Battalion operations officer,

Battalion and company staffs

Center/School personnel_ visiting field units...

Field units

Unit personnel through Soldier Spt Ctr

Unit personnel through Army Tng Spt Ctr

Unit personnel

Dir of Plans and Training

Observations of classes

,Students

Instructors

Students (officers and NCO's)

Observations of institutional and unit training

Students (officers and NCO's)

Instructional departments

Observations of initial course administrations

Ilaniptant

DOES

DOES

DOES

DOES

DOES

DOES

DOES & DTD

DOES

DOES & DTD

DOES & DTD

DTD

DOES

DOES

DOES

DOES

DOES

DOES

ton

DTD

DTD



SECTION IV.:

DTD FEEDBACK SOURCES AND NEEDS

In this section the feedback_needs of training developers are addAssed
through review of the results of interviews with the DTD_division and branch
chiefs; Of the six division chiefs interviewed; four_indicated that person'
nel in their division have a continuing need for feedback on the_ performance
of soldiers and use of training materials. Two divisions are_primarilyin-
volved in the-production and distribUtion of training materials rather than
in their7 development. Per-so-met-in -these diVISIonS-Trave relatively little
direct _need for feedback; and thus they were not interviewed exteasively.

,The information presented_ here is derived primarily from interviews with 20
personnel involved_in task analysis, the design and development of individual
and collective training programs and materials;_and the development and manage-
ment of training devices. AS argued earlier; these personnel are representa-
tive of those in any Center/School DTD.

In -order to avoid attribution of interview responses to specific indi:vid7
the information gathered is not organized by division or branch in this

section-. Ratheri'theresults are-o-rganized-firsteedback currently
available.and secondly by major feedback issues or needs that arose during the
interviews. In the descriptions-of feedback currently_ available; emphasis is
placed on types of leedback_from sources external to the Center/School (i.e.;
field Uqits);_but internal feedback_is also briefly addressed. No attempt is
made to describe these types of feedback in great depth or to detail the ways
in which they are transmitted through the DTD, Instead; brief descriptions of
them are given to serve as a basis for the follow-on discussion of feedback
needs. These needs are described in terms of major problems or issues which
surfaced from the interviews; and types of feedback are further disciiaed and
evaluated as they relate to these issues. Recommendations for ways_to satisfy
the feedback needs identified are developed in a later section of this report.

Feedback Currently Available

IFIE,repot A common way in which DTD personnel obtain external feed-
back_is through reviewing written reports of information gathered during visits
to field units. These trips are usually taken and reports Written by DOES per-
sonnel, but reports are occasionally received by the DTD for trips taken by the
Commanding General or other_Center/School personnel. All DTD personnel inter-
viewed who have a need for feedback from the field indicated that they receive
copies of DOES trip reports or extracts from them, as described in the previous
section. While most interviewees stated that useful indications of probleNs in

,...---thefieLLAxe_somelmeg derived from.trip_reposmnralcriticisms of the
-utlaily of such reports as feedback were consistently brought out.

The most common critique of trip reports mentioned-by_nearly all tinter-
;

viewees that these reports do not usually provide enough specific detail

about problems existing in the field and recommended solutions to them. Major.

problems_with_thequality_of soldiers or training materials are briefly de-
scribed in trip reports, based upon observation of training; administration of
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-sprVeys or interviews; and informal interactions with field unit personnel.
13.0. tr0K deMare often not described in sufficient detail to lalloV training
developers,. *4:4tterMine,what to do about'them. An .example of this situation

prcivided byt(.715-inierVdiewees is the statement from a trip_ report_ that "lielien7

ants,bafl'E read Tilaps." Training Aevelopers need _further infortiatibri in order

to address this. .
: PrOblem; such as the time frame - during which these officers

completed inst4utional:traPing and the §ubtaska which cause the greatest

difficulty.: _With' such in o'`'. available, training could be redesigned

to address i0I-Le probleiii, --'- k ,

:SeVeral o :ier :prOi tp*ewith-the' ObtaIningTof feedback from trip reports

4were mentione :y more than One interviewee-:-Five,intervieweeS expressed

Concerns about the validity _of. informa0ion Pii,,bVi'ded in trip reports. Trip

-, reports often aummnriffegeneral olpser4ations:pr opinions which may, not be

completely accurate. -Trip report's. alSo often,do not delineate the extent of
___.

a_probiet identified.. Thal is; it is.,sometiMet,not clear whether a problem

is unique to a" particular Unit dr widespread throughout field Units. It is

also sometImea' onCiear Wliether..al perceived problem is7based:on the opinion

of. a few individuara :Or represents the coFvenaus Of. numerous .field_personnel,..'

Two AntervieweeS: brought. -up another concern with the validity of DOES trip . .

reports.. This is that information gathered in the fie_- by personnel per; -fie_-

ceived to be evaluators .(1.;?.; DOES personnel) -_-may no accurately raiieot the _

state 'of field units. - At lbast,:some units tend td, pi t their best foot forward

for evaluators and to 'let these personnel 'see What' they want theuLto_see.
,, ,

.

.

Another problem with extracting feedback from trip .rept4rts is related to

their distribution. While all D ititerkriewata indicated that they. had seen

DOES' trip - reports; the_-eported regency Of such reports .var=ied.. Three per-

sonnel reported I that the- had t sen a: 'DOES trip report in o'iter a year; and

several OtherS indicated hat hey saw theM, irregularly _and, had not seen one

for several months. SeVe interviewees also -*expreased a suspicion. that

trip reports prepared by pe sOnnel_in agencies:o ther.thaW the,DOES are not

distributed to all personnel having!an iiiterest_in:them; Related to concerns

:about the distribution oftrip reports are , conceteg about their t iming.

Reliance upon trip reports fbr feedback sOmetimaildOes not proVide information

within the time frame:that it is needed; Fot eic7amplei _most 'interviewees tndi=

cated that they have an opportunity to provide Auestions to DOES personnel 'to

be addressed during upcoming field visits. :But one interviewee indicated that

responses to such questions are not included in trip report until. tour. to '.

eight month's later; and two indicated: that responses have never. been receiVed .

AnOther problem here is that'DTD personnel may -not,, Urlow what questions -to ask

if :they do not know' what the _major Concerns in, the field_ currently are: That

is; trip reports do not PkOVide cOntinuous feedback in which majorAjrbbiems are

identified during initial "trips and fpiloW4d upwith more intensive questioning

---'---7during-l-at,er ',trr.i.p.S., I:tip
zepart,LgenVallx dO hOt -provide data which can be

quantified and maintained over'time to establish trends and, to allow integration

of data:

_ The discussion above shows that; _While -review of trip' report's is a common

and sometimes useful methodof obtaining external feedback; training developers

have several concerns about the qualititand usefulness of- the data acquired.
tr

;:s
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The_review:of trip: reports is in general a rather_unsystematic;wayof:gathering
feedback. Problems with trip reports and ways of remedying them are further'
discussed in the context of general issues in the next section of'thiareport.:

Field visits. Ah:alternative to training developers' relying on reports
,

of- trips by other personnel to obtain feedback would be for.theM to visit field
units themselves. Interview results indicate that such visitsoccur_dhly
occasionally. Less than half the DTD personnel interviewed indicated that they..::
had visited field'units, and those who had reported that such visits were:rare
The number of visits per branch varied from one or two a year to one every
three or four years. The DTD does not have the resources for extensive field.
visits, since that mission has been primarily given to the DOES. ;._The centrali-
zation offield_visits within the DOES is'an efficientusenf'tta4ekresources
and minimizes the disruptdon of field_unita by VAsits_from Center/School_per
SOnnel. However,' restrictions:onvisits by training- developers to the field
does create some problems, many of which wert'described.in the earlier discus-
sion of trip reports

Reliance on feedback gathered during ffeldVIgIts
sults in training developers working with secondhand information._ AS described
earlier, several interviewees indicated that this lessenstheTutility df_feed=
backisince-the-Information-gathered-is-of.questionabIe-_-validity-dr-hdt in
sufficient detail. A few interviewees indicated that they will- not act* any
feedback:osiaccurate unlest they;gather_it themselves directly from the source
in±the'fidld: Whether this perception is correct or not, it leads to an atti-
tude which does not fosttr cooperation between DTD's and DOES's. Nearly half
Of the DTD personnel interviewed AndiCated that there is a need for increased
personal contact between training developers and users in the field. Sugges-
tions fot'increased coordination of field visits between training developer's
and evaluators are offered in a.Ia5pr section of this report.

. /The few trips thatinterviewees_had made_ to the -field were pftceiVed as
very useful. Mbst_ofthese trips had 'been taken by front -end analysts during
the -early StageS.Of training. development. Extensive surveys and interviews of
field perSonnel.:were:_conducted during many of these visits, although; this fact

has often been- downplayed in order to avoid time-consuming coordination of:

Survey forms: Task analysts have obtained updated validation of task documen=

tation (taskS; conditionS, and standards) during_thestits, and in_MbSt,
-4e

cases.they feel that Such infotmationiS more valid than that gathered through
ogler sources discussed below.

If more PerSOftalcontact is needed between trainink?developers-and-usets_
in the.field, an obvious solutionAwoUld be for DTD personnel to more frequently

Visit the field; -,Seven of the20 interviewees directly stated that they nee&
to visitthe:field more frequently, and:;severalothers indirectly indicated' .

such a treedfarry-potential-advantage-s-of7-auch---vAsits .were -_ment-ioned4,:.

mentation assistance provided -by training' developers might Inc-tease the use of .

raining materials. _Observation of -task performance in the field would lead
_

to more objective validOidn_Of task documentation than that obtained through_

.surveys and interviews.- Training developers would be perceive&aa helpers and
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eye
: would obtaih:Mpre useful information from field personnel than training evalu-

ators da. But despite all these potenvial7benefitS not all-interviewees

-faVbred increasing the number of field visits. Many;branches are understaffed

and.dio hbthave thef personnel-resources to conduct such visits; The reliabilit

of observations made during field visits was also questioned. As mentioned ear=

liet.i.many personnel feel that_unitSjet you see only what they_want you to See

during visits to thefield;_ Field visits must be properly tesohrced and de-

signed before their number'ig increased:

. _

In summary, interview- results indicate that training_ developers rarely nake

But_when such visits are made; the feedback derived: from them is

generally perceived as being very useful. There was a Widespread but not uhi=

versal feeling among interviewees that their_oppbrtUnities'to visit the field

should be,"increased;' Methods are .needed_to increase the interaction between

training developers and users in the field within existing resources. Possible

:approaches to this are discussed-in a later section of this report.

CODAP results. Another Major type of external feedhack Whieh is cUrrently

used by training deVa6Per-ia the results 61Coirifi'reherisive
Analysis Program_(CODAPYSurveys;

As described earlier, these surveys are con-
-

ducted periodically_ by the Soldier Support Center, National Capitol Region in

Alexandria;" -VA- and deacriprtive-anal=yses--of :
the --results- -arm -- provided- to--Centext=:

§ChOOI:_persohni.1
Thpgurveys-gemerally list a long sequence of tasks and ask

respondents to rate each task on a variety of factors; such as how critical it

is, how frequently it is performed, and how: well it is performed. The results

of such surveys are of.primary interest to -task analysts, and_these personnel

Are directly involved in the coordination of these surveys and use of results.

Task analysts determine the taSkS to be addressed in_CODAP surveys, review and

..,maintain files Of_computer'print-buts of tesultsi and request further analyses_.

.:(of the data froM Soldier Support Center as needed. These analyses are primarily

descriptiVe breakdowns of the data according_tb specified criteria. For example;

a listing can be provided for all tasks_meetihg specified leVelS of performance

frequency and criticality for a given MOS The results are used by task analysts

and=by_tas% selection boards to select tasks for:training in the institution and

in fieXd:units; CODAP results thus provkde feedback that can be used to deter-

Mihe what tasks should be trained where;
_. .

The training developers interviewed mentioned several concerns with the use

of' CODAP results. -_A major one is that the results,are_not timely. A' CODAP sur-

vey addressing officers' tasks within a particular spe-aialty has been conducted

only once approximately two year ago, and 'surveys of enlisted tasks are accom-

plished only once every-three-years7.-, Due toAhe-rapi-dly-changing_rechhalcgy.
today's Army, more.continuouS

feedback on task performance is needed. 'The per-

sonnel resources of Soldier Support Center would have to be increased in order to

provide such feedback. Another concern with CODAP results has to do with their

perceived validity. , Some interviewees perceived that subjective estimates -

gathered in lengthy surveys may not be valid indicators of the importance of

tasks or the proficiency with which they are performed. Actual observatica of

tas performance in the field may be the only way to accurately measure the fac-

tors addressed in CODAP surveys. For further support of this position, see
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Burnside (1982): A final major concern wit:CODAP_data is that they are not
'always available.' No CODAP results are.available for Reserve units, and they
are badly needed. ReSultS are al§e) not_availabl'e for some low- density
and for tasks perfOrMed on-64hipitent-Whith-WAS recently -been introduced to the
field. Sind 18 Mbhtht are required to receive data after a task list has been
submitted for a CODAP survey, needed data are sometimes not available; Or they
are not available when needed, as discussed under, the timeliness issue above.
The stated concerns about CODAP data can be related to the lack of personnel_
resources to perform surveys more frequently and to check their validity; and

to the lack of sufficient computer priority to perform analyses quickly. CODAP

surveys provide an economical but not completely satisfactory way Of obtaining
task-specific feedback.

Because _of their concerns with the timeliness and validitybf___OODAP_ren_______
-;-thlts. training developers_sometimesattempt to supplement these data One way
in which thit is ddne48..thrhugh field visits, as discussed earlier; Visiti of
DTD per6Ohnel.to.±field units are often called job site visits or interviews,
but they actually often involve administration of CODAP-type surveys. SuAh sur-

veys- address a smaller list of tasks than is -usually addressed in a CODAP survey
_and theyare_frequently administered.during:an_iiirerview_so_that_the_training_ ------
deVel8Per is available to answer questions. Use of these procedures leadt
training-developers to perceivethar-thereserv.ie_ arc u
valid than results. of CODAP surveys. Interviewees indicated that if a discrep.7,

ancy existed between CODAP retultS_and results of a branch - conducted job site

visit. the latter would be accepredasmbreaocurare, Until the CODAP survey
system can be made more flexible and timely, training developers will rely on
data gathered during field visits whenever possible; At present there is .no way ;

of integrating these two sources of data and checking their relativevalidity.

SQT item analysis. Field performance data are rarely available as feedback

to training developers. Mbst of thecurrently available feedback identified by

training developers Interviewed consists of general obtervations; informal com-

ments, and subjective survey responses. The only relatively objective.perform-
.ance data which haVe been aVailableas external feedback t0.-the DID are Skill

Qualification Tett (SQT) results: These hands-on performance test_results_dre
provided to SQT developers in the DTD (and to training evaluators in the DOES;

at discussed previously) by TRADOC's Army, Training Support Center in the form

of quarter* and annual computer print-outs, or i6M_analyses. These analyses

provide feedback on the percentages of soldiers_passingand failing each task

tested on the hands-on and written of the. SOT. . This information is_.-_:___

used to revise the test fOr future administrations; Tasks which are consistently

passed by -1007 of soldiers tested maybe eliminated on future tests. _Tasks which

are failed_byd_latge nutber of soldiers may also be eliminated, or the question

may be revised if its form appears to have created rhe difficulty encountered

The item analyses provide important feedback_to SQT developers as to the adequacy

Of their test construction:_ They also provide performance data which could be of

use.to other training develOpers. Two interviewees not involved in SQT deyelop7.

ment indicated that they need increased access to SQT results in order to identi7

'fy potential training problems in,thefield;



_ However; this need for increased:access to_item analyses throughout DTD is
apparently a moot point; Current plans call for formal administration-of the
hands-on component of the SQT and reporting of results to be eliminated by
FY 83; Item analyses of hands-on performance test results will thus no 1pnger
be available. Results of written knowledge- tests -will continue to be available,,
but these results likely will not_as_dirdotly indicate where training problems
occur in the field. The amount of field Performance data available as'".feed-
back to training .developers will soon decline from little to none;

Ititerthalfeettack; Several of the types oT feedback currently available,

to the DTD can be grouped tegtther because they.are not regularly collected

through formal means; Included here'are responses to questionnaires intluded
in the back of training materials; requests_for Changes in training matetials

on .DA Farms-2038,_unsalicited-Tlettersand-phene -calls-froth-field-persopneL,- -

meetings at conferences, and information gathered due to turnover of ArSonnel

in the_DTD. A common characteriatic Shared by most of theses-types of feedback

Is that they only infrequently piivideiiSeftfiiiIctmatiOn to training develop-

ers-_ Almost all training manuals include short _questionnaires for users to S.

complete and return to training developers; Anterviewees.indicated that such 7.

-quest ionnaires-are--seldPm-rettrrrred;--arosr-esrtmates-nf'-returtr-rare-were''th-the---------
range of one or two per year Requests for changes in training- publications:

are, received slightly more frequently; interviewees e§titatedthat''they see

from two to six per year But these suggestions do not usually result in
changes; since the suggestions are -often general in nature, do not lead to

feasible changes; or.:pointout problems Whitt( training developers. are already

aware of. If possible; DTD personnel- respond to personnel suggesting changes

and state what change waS made or explain why no change was appropriate.- The
of..:_suggestions.itoin_the _field should thus ___not be due _tci the attitude_

that they will not be attended to; Other causes may be a_16W_USage rate of
training Materials in the.fieid; or a hesitancy to takethe time to put_com7_

ment§ into writing; Interviewees also indicated that -they- receive unsolicited

letters and phone calls from field personnel at the rate of two or less per

year;. Field personnel for some reason do not frequently use Wier-mai channels

to communicate feedback_totraihitig*Veldpers; Meetings at coalerencesalso

do not contribute much feedbatk. Several interviewees indicated that confer-

ences provide -only general feedback which is usually not useful. Dirkih00

interviews only-- one instance of useful feedback being obtained during a 00-

ference was repotted; This occurred when a battalion commander attending.
confence actively sought out personnel in a branch'ef the DTD and provided

specitic.feedback_on use of specific ttaining-materldISTift-his-unit-:--Me0ods----

are needed to increase the frequency with Which Such feedback is provi6d;

Reliance on approaches as unstructured as those described in this paragraph:

is unlikely to produce this result. .

A type of inforMal feedbaCk which more frequently provides useful, infermat

tion is -based upon the turnover of military personnel within the DTD;: Officers

and NCO's transferring into the DTD often come frOM an AS§ignMehtinthe

They thus bring with them useful information ed the:quality of soldie4-and_

use of training materials-In the field. This iS.a benefit of the high.iarbu.-

lence rate in the military_assignment system and is a way to increase pongruence

between training developers and field personnel: However; the information!

cr
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gathered by this method is limited by human immoryl:and by theexperiences which
training developers had while assigned to field unitsi This type of feedback
is an importadt one, but it should be supplemented by information gathered
regularly in a wide variety of units.

-L-._Internal feedback. The types of feedback described thusfar in this
sec' Ion arA external ones relating to soldier. performance and use of training
materials in the field; Training developers also receive internal feedback
relating to institutional training from atherdirectorates and departments in
the Center/SchoOl; A large amount of such feedback is based upon informal
exchange of information between personnel in UTD and otheragencies, but _

several'more'formal types of internal feedback are available. Instruetiehal
-departments submit_requests for-changes 4m-Prografs-af-Instriiiction-kPaIis) tO-

training developers. Such requests include a rationale for Why chahgeaare
needed,-_ and- provide feedback on where_problems lie in training_._ Student
critique gheetS or.other surveys are Usually_completed at th4conclusion of
courses, and results are available as feedback:ro the DTD through the DOES,--as
degdYlbed ed-frier.-Mbwever,several, of the bMpersennel interviewed stated
that-- they- :do --not- -eons- ide-r- -this- -an- 'important --form` of; feed-back; --dud- :to".-concertit-

about the validity of students' comments. The general feeling is that students'
comments are influenced more by the personality or_presentation style Of the

instructor than by the content of the_course. Training developers are more
;likely to take stock in comments received from instructors than in thoad received

from students..

,Several procedUres followed by training developers during design ef. training

TTQ.axt$J_Arid tia_etial-$,.oul.d _be. descrthed_LasgatherIng_of_Internal_f

Experts on varioustasksatthe_Center/School are often. informally sought out -and

consulted during training development. For exemplei"if training on a chef-deal

task is included in a training programi local experts on such a task will be

identifiedand asked to review the task documentation. After a training program
is initially developed, itmay be pilot tested through student trials or pilot

teachings. Student trials involve administration of a part of the training

program to a small group of students available on a temporary basis. Pilot

teaching§ are the first'aMinistration.of a new or revised training program to a

regular grctivf students. DTD personnel are directly involved in both of these

procedures and useful feedback on the adelquacy of course design is gathered

through Observation and Interviewing of_students. The information gathered falls

--------under-the-general rubric of feed-hat-k-;--a-itherngtt-it---rela-te-s--toe-eval-uation-Tof

initial or draft products_ratherthan finished. products; DTD personnel seldom

haYe the opportunity to Observe the administration of a training program after

the pilot teaching. Such observations are performed:by DOES personnel, and re-

' ports of results have in the past been provided to DTD on .A quarterly basis (as

Mentioned in a prdVidUs section; isuch:reports are not currently being provided

to DTD). nost interviewees indicated that they receive such reports and find

them useful; the results of performance tests :conducted during training were

frequently pointed out as being especially useful information.,

Summary. Several types_of feaplback are currently ayailable to DTD. Person-

`neli and 110St of these have been described above -and were previously summarized

in Table 1. Other types of information are available which could be construed



as feedback; but do nut merit separate discussion. For example; training_,
developers receive commoltsduring st:ftfink of training programs:and_matertals
With Center/Stheol and TRADOC agencies.Utowever; such comments do not fit the
strict definition of feedback since they relate to draft products rather than
to finished products that have been used in the field. Also; personnel inter-
viewed In DTD indicated that generally few comments are received during staffing
of training materials. Specific survey and data collection forms_uSed by the
DOES to gather feedback were described in an earlier_Sectien of this report and
have not been further discussed here. For example'_DOES personnel administer a
survey to field.personnel on the use of ARTEP materials and provide the results

directly_to.ARTEP developers -in DTD. The intent of this section was to provide
a_general deStription_of feedback available to serve as a basis for detailed
discussion of feedback needs beloW:

While many of ttle types of feedback availableto training developers are

,del

vety useful, several problems are apparent in the flowof f edbatk infermation.

In general; the flow of feedback appears to be informali U §y§tethetit, and

based- lar-geiy_upon Sa.je-Etive data._ Rey issuea_and nee are identified and

discussed 'across 'types -of 'feedback -below.; At- order -t O- develop-- reeammendations-

for improving feedback fl6W.

Major. Feedback Needs

Lack of feedbag. The most general conclusion about the feedback avail-

able to training developers is that there isn't enough_Of it All 20 inter-

VieWeeS who indicated a need for feedback from the:field also. indicated that

_they. _preseittly_receive:Anziasufficient_LataPurLt
They feel_ that they as

training deveiopers.should'he more directly. involved in gathering feedback and

should have more direct contact with personnel in the field; Changes occur in

the fieldat a rapid pace and training deyelopers have difficulty keeping in

_formed of them. Problems are often surfaced through informal channels: or

rumors and training developers.tay not have sufficient time to react to them.,

_Intetviewees did, nat_p_re?ept a consensus_bhho4 the flow_ of feedback

ShOUld be increased. Some stated that they should visit field units and Piavide

assistance in implementation of new training programs and materials, Others

indicated that increased travel to the field is impractical and that_field per

sonnet should somehow_be furtherencouraged to-contact training developera. It

might be more cost-effective to bring- experienced field personnel to the Center/

School than to send DTD_personnel to the:field. Field personnel temporarily

assigned to the Center /School to attend a training course could also be further

used aS_A feedback source than they presently are These individuals could be

survOied Ot_interviewed about specific area of concern upon their arrival at

the Centet/School. As described earlier, these personnel currently complete a

general survey during theirfirst_two weeks at the CenteriSchooli.but they are

not interviewed in depth,
:Several_interviewees expressed the- opinion - that feed-

backon training materials'is rarely receive&jrom the field_because these

materials are la fact seldom used.*.-The first step in gathering feedback should

thus be to:survey the field on the availability and use of training materials.

The same arganiept can be made for training devices. :Theae and other suggestions
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for-increasinkrte amount of feedback avallable-tolb DTD w #11 he'uStd to
develop more specific:recommendations in a later seotion of this'Yrepoi-t.

Specificity of feedback. A common observation offered;by almost all
interviewees is that much of the feed! ck available is not sufficiently
detailed or specific. A 'general probl may be identified; but. details arc
usually not provided which isolate the- xact cause of the Problem and ways _to_
correct it. Thls situation exists with trip_reports received from DOES and
Other sources and with most of the informal .feedback received. If field
personnel indicate that graduates of institutionaltraining are not well
trained or that training materialS are nOt'useful',Araining developers need
furt-hr=tnformattpinhey-nred-to-knotr-which-spocITIC-traks Of.Lsubtaslsare

_ causing performance difficulties and which partw'Of training materials are
not being used and why. As;in the.exampIe_usedearlier training' developers
need to know not only that lieutenants can't read maps, but which lieutenants
have diffictilty with which aspects ofmap_rending Training programs can::
then be redesigned to attempt 4o remedy the problem.

DTD personnel rely heavily upon DOES and other agencies to gather feed-.
back for:them, or upon field personnel to_volunteerfeedback; :Thts_leads_to
the proviSion,of feedback without satisfactory detail; It is often tedious:
and time-onsuming for training developers to go'back to the source of the
feedback'and obtain farther information: One solutiOn to this problem would
be for these personnel to be directly involVed in the original gathering_of
feedback'. Further details'could then be gatheredidirettly from the feedbatk
source in one operation. Another solution would be to._increase the coordina-
tion between those who need the feedback in the DTD and those who gather it
in the DOES. DTD personnel have the opportunity [o su it specific questitins
to DOES personnel_hAfore field units are visited, but this: coordination.is
apparently not sufficient, Training.developefs m not know what questions to
ask, 'since they havenot received preVious feedback as to what the ptimary
concerns of the field are. Interviewees indicated that in the past they
have not received answersto_questtons submitted within the needed rime frame

or at all. This perceived lack of response does not encourage submission of"'o'

future questions. Even If DOES personnel do-askluestions developed by DTD
-personnel in the field they may not have sufficient'experience with the par -
ticular document or device being addressed to get the .needed details by asking
appropriate foil:OW-on-questions: The only.solution'to_ his dilemma would -be

for training developers to:.accompany training evaluat on-visits to field

Units.

Validity-of feedback; Several of. the training'develppers interviewed:.
expreSsed concerns about whether the informatiod they receive -as feedback is_
:valid and reliable; It is frequently difficult to- determine how_ representative
feedback is of the situatiolk in,the_field as a whole. For e*ample,..a problem

with a particular document may be identified through comments in atrip repOri

of through informal means-such_as a phone call from an officer in the, field or

a comment from -an NCO newly' assigned to the DTD. Is this problem widespread
throughout 'field units or does it represent the experiences, of one individual
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in just one unit?:-:Thee-J4.-atiene na-struct4re47waY:to.answer:this ques-
' tion. When a problem_Lsittliified. MethOdSareiieededio pursue' it in

_

future collection of feedback-inOr.derte deterthine its extent. Clear. criteria
.SNOUld be _established All tt.ywhich and how Many petsonnAl should. survgyed
:ihterVieWed during!field vfaits, and as7to.h6w many tithes a problem should
SUrfacebefore.it is considered Severe enough to .require action; Formal and
informal means of felAback collection should be coordinated so that informal
fee&back provldos input into areas.to'befurther pursued by more formal
methods.

Much of the feedbalck'presently received by training developers_isbased =

upon sublecttvgioiqnfAns Of-personnel:In-the fieIdThi4-4-6-trUe-Of-Informa7
tion gathered Shrough'trip reports, CODAP surveys, -and informal methods: Nhny
intervieweeS:eXPressed_Con4grnWithtqe validity of sueh information and indi,
cated-p_neecffor more feedback, based upon perfprffiancetestingand observation
-Of-ffeld-perfortance .HOWever, .Several of, them also. expressed reservations
aboutthe validity_of field observations; -= based on the feeling that field units

only let;yoU see what they-want you-to see; Few performance test resultS-are:'

PiPsently available; and fewer,,wiil'be'available in the hear future. SOTte-7

_siilts_and_resu4aLaf= testi.Jgiven-AuringinstiUdanalining represent-qte
onlyperformanCe:results available as, feedback at'present.:The hands7on
performance test- portion of the-SOT is scheduled to go by thewaysidg in- the

next few monthsi. so no_perfOrMance results will be available as external ;feed-

back at that-time.e "All theSe fattStakd it difficult to alleviate. training

developers' cOncernslahoutthe Validlty*Of feedback.

The only r'e'alistic way;toincrease the validity of feedback is to base it

further upon observations in the field%,:Observers gust be trained to make
_

whichthorough and. objective observations which are not influencedhy:opinfons-

and interpretations.; Observers should also preSent themselves as assistants

and facilftatorsto the field; rather: than aSeValUators. Useful feedback can

then be gathered through observations: .1hd-Only'otherway.to increase the

availability of valid feedback would be to ieftteage the performance testing of

field personnel. This a ternatveis cons dered

is currently moving -away from the testing of individual: skill's_in the

However; if the validity of feedback isc.ever to be.maximizedit will have to

be done through:±perfotmance'testing.. ,

Zitielfhega of feedback: An6ttier:4ididt::problem that surfaced during_tbe

interviews- is that many types of-feedback are not timely; By thg time that

information is receivedi Ole: situation, the field may have changed and `it

may be too late for training 3elopers t4eeks'or_Oeh_tioaths.jclaY

go by before information is summariiein trip reports and diStributed to those

who need it. One interviewee stated that it has inthe past takenas king as

eight months to receive answers tp questions asked in =the field through the-

DOES. TO this time frame the-question designer thahave been trghsferred or

may no longer crave need for the feedbaek, since aor'she Wasrequired to

complete actions without. it .CODAP .sUitveys eraisted tasks within, a par-

ticular MOS are conduCted year;_;_and surveys of officerS' tasks

have thusfar been'one-time exercises:. .Task'anaiiseS tah thus be based_

30



on information that is as much as three yea-it Given the rapidly changing
state of technology in today's Army, training materials may be out-of-date when
they -are developed, IteM analyses of Sir results are another example-of un-
,timely feedbak, These analyses have in the past not been received-in title to
be used' in development of the next iteration of tests.

.

If, as suggested earlier, training deVeIopers were more directly involved
in the collection of feedback, its timeliness should improve. Direct contact
with the field would allow training deve,lopers to determine whether the informa-
tion they are,usingis current. Mare frequent administration of: CODAP'surveys
would also provide more up-to-date information to training developers,,'Tf
this is not possible, training developers shod be provided resources4o Visit
the field themselves and supplement. CODAP.information as n ded. ;'Feedback -will

not be useful unless steps such as these are taken to imp ove its timeliness.

Continuity of feedback. Several 'interviewees made the comment that feed-
back needs to be more continuous than it presently it. An example of the-non-
continuity of feedback is the admini§tration of:CODAP surveys discussed aboVe.

These surveys are conducted every three year and no updated information is
gathered between administrations. This leads to the lack of timely information
discussed above, but problems with the continuity of feedback are more extensive

than that. Xifferent types of .feedback are often collected in isolation'and are

not integrated with other types. For example, if a problem in.the field is noted

in a trip report or in informal feedback, it should be furthei-,pursued in future

field visits and interviews. At present there is no system for collating and
integratingfeedback and determining what its major implication§ are. No one

person,or group at the Center/School integrates feedback previously gathered from

all sources and determines what issues should beaddretted in future collections

of feedback. If a problem is identified during feedback, there is no mechanism

to follow it up and insure that it is solved. Iluch of this situation is due to a

lack of capability to analyze and maintain feedback informs on over time. This

problem is further discussed below. .

iAaelysis and management of feedback. DTD personnel presently haVeno auto r

matedcaPability to analyze andemaintain the feedback they receive. In some

cates other agencies perform a descriptive analysis of data before providing .

the* t42 the DTD. For example, computer .print -outs of descriptive analyses of

CODA and SQT results are available. But in other caset,tuch as data gathered

during field visits or through-tome of the surveys administered by.,DOES person-

nel, the only available method of analysis is by hand. This is a tedious pro-

cess and the result is that data are. tometimes not thoroughly analyzed and used.

For example, 'completed surveys are sometimes glanced at and thrown in a file

drawer without ever being analyzed. The lack of ad automated data storage and

-retrieval capability leads to lack of capability to establish trends-in feedback

overrtime. Different types of feedback are thus not used in an integrated and

continuous fashion, as was discussed above.
- _

If procedures are deVelOped to increase the flow of fee0aCk to training de7

velopers, procedures iiiiittAiMUltaneoutly
hedeveloped to analyteand maintainthe

data acquired. An automated. system is'neeilea Which can be jointly accessed by
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collectors of feedback.in the DOES and,users in the DTD. Existing data manage-:
meLlt paekages'can probably be modified for this purPose,But several deciSions
aboutl-SyStetrdesign need to he made, such as .what. data are tObe entered into
the system,Show data are tO b'e displayed_ in a simple, useful manner, and what
criteria should be established to determine when data indicate a significant
problem in the field. Many of the problems with feedback discussed in this
paper cannot be solved without development of an appropriate data analysis

and management system.

TIOW-Of-feedback. A final problem with feedback, and one WhiCh can be
directly related: to lack:of a data management system; -is -the fadt_that feedback,

i8 notalW4ydvailable*tO those who need it. _Sever4f the training developers

interviewed eXiresSed the suspicion*that_ther.do not receive all the available

feedback Which' might be of.interest_to them. .T'be circulation of trip reports

appears. to be rather_ spotty. Some:interVieweek-indicated that they seeTOES-

trip reports regularly, While others indicateethat t$ey had not seen one. in

-Oyer-a year. _SQT itemanalyses are availaap to SOT developersi but other
training deVelOperSiindicated,that these results are not readily AVailable to

them. Results of surveys on the use of'particdlar training materials have in

the past been available to writers of the materials butnot to task analysts

and others invoAved in the production of the materials. So feedback does not

always flaw'trii-611 thOseA416.feel a need for it.

Several interviewees attributed feedback flow problems to the current organ-

izational structure of -the DTD, At.ptesentothetask analysts; writers of train-

ing materials, and producers copies of training materials are organized

into different'diViSions OftheDTD; And the evaluators of training materials

are loc4ted in d44her directorate; the DOES. Such an_ organizational structure

sometimes leads66communIcations problems. For example, task analySts who

determine what tasks are to be taught in:the institution do not always have con-

tinuous interaction with pe4sonnel_who develop the training programs for these

tasks; One suggestion which was offered by two. interviewees to alleviate thig

problem is to reorftinize the DTD by_MOS, A given group would then_haVe total

responsibility for developing training for that MOS, from task analysis through

tra Oing ev4luation. It, is not 14ithitOthe purview of this paper to suggest a

total: reorganization of theDTD; However, some_action is needed to increase the

interaotion among the divisions of the DTD and between the DTD and the DOES.

_ _ _ _

SUMM45y; The major problems with feedback identified b the DTD_peradinnel

li
interviewed'are that there is -not enough of it, -it is often of specifit or timely

enough;itdoes not flow to all those who need it in a cont uous fashion, its

validity is frequently undetermined, and there are no efficient ways to- analyze

and manage'it. The key o meeting the feedback needs of DTD personnel appears to

be the regular collection of valid objective data which can be analyzed and Main=

.... tamed so that they are easily accessitle'to all potential users. Meeting this

goal will required he expenditure_of_more
resources than are now devoted to the___ _

ttillectioq and management of feedback._ In the next section the_ conclusions

reached from interviews of_DTD_andDOES personnel are integrated_and,toi,e.spe-

_ cific recommendations are_developed for efficient use of feedback resources.
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.SECTION V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

While some useful feedback is_presently available to training developers
and evaluators; the interview results discusSed_in the preVious_two _sections
suggest that -there are.many_ways in which the flOW of feedback information
needs to be improved. Conclusions about present feedback methods and proce-
dures are discussed in thissection, along with recommendations on how to
improve- them: The recommendations are general ones which should apply to any
Center/School; and not just to the one in which' interviews were condUcted.
While it is necessary to discuss the recommendations separately here; they are
interrelated and should be implemented in an integrated fashion.

Feedback Needs

The most general conclusion that can be reached about the preSent feed-
back system is that more feedback isAleeded; This conclusion is based primarily
upon thepespective of training developers in the-DTD; who almost unanimously
Stated that they are not getting all the feedback they need for improving
training programs and materials; Training evaluators_ia the_DOES did not per-

ceive a widespread need for more feedbacki_and some.ef_theMindicated that they
are already receiving more feedback than they_Cdp_bandle. The users of feedback

want more of it and theTprinary providers of feedback feel that they are provid-

ing all they can, given theircuttent resources. Possible solutions to this
dilemma_include involving- training developers more directly in the collection of

feedback and increasing the. coordination between training developers and eValu=

ators. Thee and other approaches to intreasint the feedback available are

discussed.Oter in this section;

The paucity of fee back available to training developers in some areas

indicates that they are dorrect_in_their assertion that more feedbackjs needed.

In some cases feedback'is_needed Where it it not-currently available; and in

other cases feedback is already available, but more specific information is

needed.- The types of feedback needed that are not currently available include

objdctive_performance results and information on the use of _training materials.

Several of the training developers interviewed' stated a need for more objective

performance results; such as results of hands -on tests of individual skills and s.

observations of unit exercises. Few such data are currently available; the only

types identified during the interviews were results of the hands-o- n portion Of

SQT's and results ofi_institutienal testing included in quafterly reports pre-_

pared by-the DOES. HandS=On SQT results will likely sopn no_longer_badVailable,

.
andindicatien6 are that institutional test results will no longer be reported_by

the DOES: in a regular formal fashion. Training developers will thus be receiving

fewer objective performance results rather than_More. Possible ways to reverse

this trend will be addressed in a later discussion of the validity offeedback.

Another pressing need /Or feedback thatis not currently being_satiSfied

is the requirement for more feedback from the field on the availability and use

of training materialS. Nearly all DTD personnel interviewed indicate- a need
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for increased_ feedback on the use of, training materials they produce. Inter-
Viet-4S with DOES personnel indicated that, wile some ofthemare aware of this
need,_very little has been done to addressit; As a first step; DTD personnel
with DOES assistancecould devise a generic set of questions that could be
used to address a wide variety of training materials; From this pool of quesr-:
tions, training developers could select and modify appropriate questions to
determine the availability and use of specific training materialsinthe fidld.
As Mentioned:earlieN the scarcity of feedbaCk on training materials may be dUe
to the fact that they are not received ar_used in the field. These general
issues should be addressed first, foll6Wed by more specific questions on the
design of training materials._ In thiS way, training developers would be more
likely to obtain the informatiot they need to revise or upgrade'the training
Materials they produce.

The biggest_ problem with the feedback currently available from training
evaluators and other sources is that it tends to be too general. for training
developers' needs.' Statements to the effect that lieut..enantszannot read maps

.
or_mechanics cannot troubleshoot are worth -very little to training developers.

To change the training given at the: Center/School in map- reading or trouble-

shboting, more information is needed. AS diScussed earlier, training develop-

ers need to know which soldiers_ai:e having difficulty with Which,aspects of the
task of concern._ They AlSO need to know the size of the sampId and the methods

used inta collection, an that the extent of the problem can be determined.

I_
There are several ways in which the specificity of feedbackcan be in-

creased, all of which involve increasing the interaction between DTD and DOES

personnel. So that more specific questions might be developed, DOES persohnet

should "extensively" coordinate their date_ColleCtion plans and forms with DTD

personnel before making field trips. The inclusion of DTD personnel in data

collection teams would make available knoi4ledgeable personnel who dould_aSk

specific' follow-on questions during interviews._ A more continuous feedback

system than presettly_eXitts would provide for maintenance of data ss

Tield General problem areas uncovered in one visitCoul_ then be ad-

dressedit more specific detail in later'visits. These_OOSSibilitiesare fur-°

ther addressed it the discussion below of coOrditatibt between training-devetop-

ers amd evaluators;

Coordination Between Training DeVel_-pers-And-__Evaluators
. .

properly functioning feedback system can be described as a continuous

loop. When training developers and evaluators are not the samepeople;as is

the case in most TRADOC Centers/Schools; continuous Coordination is required

along this loop; Developers of training- programs and materials should provide

input to training evaluators as -to what feedback is needed; The evaluators

should then collect the needed information and provide it to the_developers,

along with at least preliminary analysis and interpretation of -the data, De-

velopers Should then inform evaluators as to what was done with the feedback;

what changes were made in training programs and materialnd what new feed-

back is needed. Cdttinuance of this cycle should insure thattraining devet-

opers receive the feedback that they need. UnfOrtUtatelythe interview
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results indicate that the feedback process does, not operate through a contin-
uous cycle in the real world;

The interviews . rev4aled many examples of the_need for increased coordina-
tion.between training dgVelopers and evaluators. DTD personnel appeared to
be unaware of many ofthe types of feedback that are collected by the DOES and
several of them expressed a hesitancy to accept as valid any data with which
they_ werenot involved in collecting, DOES personnel appeared to be_unaware
of the types of feedback_ needed by,the DTD,' and in many cases they did notIknow
how, or even if, DTD used the feedback that they provided. As a More specific .

examle," DOESpersonnel obtain subjective estimates of task performance pro-
frequency; and criticality during "graduate/supervisor surreys admin-

istered in the field and feedback seminars conducted at.the Center/School. DTD
persOnnel'who have a need for such data did not indicate An awareness. of what
the DOES collectS; and they sometimes'Visit field units -to collect similar :data
themselveS. As a resUlti the similar Sorts. of data tollected_through graduate/
supervisor surveys; feedback seminarsi\visits of DTD personnel to the field, and

.CODAP surveys are not integrated.

There are several ways in which the coordination between training developers.
and evaluators cap, be increased. DOES personnel should increase their efforts
to involve the DTD in all phases of the feedback process,,ParticuIarly in the-
development of questions and methods to be used in.obtaining.data from the field.
As was suggested earlier, DTD personnel could develop pootS'of questions for
assessing the avAgability and use of training materials.. The DTD or instruc-
tional departments could develop pools of questions for other purposes, suchas
assessing the performance of soldiers or the distribution and use of training
devices. ,As soon as the DOES has a tentative schedule for theunits to be
visited duririg a given quarter, the schedule should be shared with the,DTD, so
that DTD personnel have ample time to add non-standard items of current interest
to the data collection plan. DOES personnel presently coordinate their field
visits with the DTD and other departments, but the present informal SyStem of

sem!ing a request to the' DTD for questions just prior to a field visit appears
to be inadequate. If'DTD,personnel have not receive -.d previous feedback from the

DOES, they may not know the appropriate questions to ask. The development of

pools of questions as suggested above might help here, since questions could be.

selected from these pools rather than being developed anew before each set of

' field visits. It may be necessary for the DOES to establish points of contact

at the action officer level in the DTD and departments through which field

visitations would be announced, data collection nedda;would be tranliatted, and

responses to these needs would be returned. 'DOE5 personnel' could al .meet with

DTD and departmental personnelprior to a visit to map out what they eicpeqt to

accomplish during the visit. This involvement of training developers in data
collection could go so far as to include these personnel in teams visiting the

field; this possibility is further discussed below. Meetings between DOES and

DTD personnel following as well as prior; to avisit should -also be bedeficial.

To insure that feedback is useful to thoad to Wht;m'it.is provided; both

training evaluators and developers should take -steps to'close the feedback
_

aloop; The preceding paragraph diSCOSSed the necestft y,foz training developers'
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input into the design of feectlidek queStiofis and methods.. In this way the data
needed by training developers are more likely0to' be gathered. :The DOES must

then provide fqedback to the- DTD on each question asked and on reasons why any

requeSted data 1.44re not collected. Where specific problems are,Identified dur-

- ing an on-site .Visie, training evaluators sfrouid provide recommendations on how
these problems might be addressed.._ Although such recommendations need not be
binding upon training developers, Ebese.personnel should always inform the
tretining evaluators of-actions taken to addfess the problems-identified.. If

the problem is not adequately documented to- enable the training developer to
address it, the training eValuator should 1e so advised. In these ways useful

feedback can be obtained on a continuing basis; An example of a feedback sys-
tem which normally provides for_ periodic coordination between training develop-
ers and emIuators is the Missile and Munitions EvdIuation conducted by the

Missile and Munitions Center/School (MAME; 1982).

.

Field Contact- opers,

Training devellopers deveIoptheir products it:14M _relatiVe isolation of

the,.Center/Schbol Whdle some training_.develaper :haze gained extensive field

experience in pieviousassignmentsi.their:khd*ledge is' rapidly outdated by

changes in doctrine; equipment, and-the:threat; Some training:developers in-

dicated during interviews that they mtpt_congtantly'struggie to keep up_with

changes irk the.fidld. To provide products:tbatare:responsive to the .field's

needs, DTD:perSonnel:mdst increase and. MaitE4In::pheiF_direct contacts With

field personnel. Two approaches to this'aeiriiested below,

'Inzerviews with field personnel at..tfre Cen4r/SehOO1-. Perhaps the mast -

available and underptilized2resourCe,,Wor_obtai4ing,external feedback is field

personnel" who return to the Center/Schbolfor training in advanced NCO or offi-

cer coursesWith their 'experiences in the field still fresh in their minds

and the distractions of :their field duties temporarily removed; they can provide

`much useful feedback telthgCenter/Sehoofr These soldiers should-be interviewed

individually. by DOES atidpTD:personneI sho5tIy aftertheir_arriVal at the

'Center/Set-idol. Structured interview formats shOuld be used in sessions requir-

ing no more than anhoriof,-1.the interviewee's_ time. Interviews could cover

practically any subject matter than can be asked, of the same soldiers in the

field and ,need not be restricted_to_perceptions,Of graduate performance, as

presently done. In_fact, it7Might_be instructive to ask them the same tin-etiiins

that are asked of their counterparts in the field to determine theileedback

.4;btained is- comparable. -If the information obtained from soldiers returning to

the Center /School variev little from that obtained in the field; then the number

of personnel interviewed during field visits_could be reduced; Interview's con-:

ducted with fieldpersonnel at the Center/School are more convenient and_lesS__

expensive than the same interviews conducted in the field, ;DTD personnel -might

also construct ghortquestionnaires to answer'specific -questions of immediate

Concern about their products that are not addressed in fieldinterviews or

questionnairesAdMiniStering these quesrionnairesito_field personnel at the7_.

institution would provide quick and cost -effective_ feedback. FieId-persannel.a,::

temporarily lOtated at the_Center/School are a feedback source that'shouid be W

utilized more extensively: .;
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Field- visits. Another way in which contn1 between training developers
-

'and field personnel couldbe increased would be to include training develop-
ment personnel on the evaluation teams:that 'routinely visit units in the field;-
Although the DOES occasionally includes personnel from other directorates/
-departments on'its external evaluation team, the number of times that training '

developers have been included is fai too few;, The DOES should; include at least
one training'developer:on every field visit.

.Training.d64Aoper&should_accompany DOES personnel as_aqtive'observers.
Although they_would.not be_the key data collettOrS, the training developers
Might be involved in administering questionnaires, observing unit operations,
and conducting .interviews with rower ranking officers, NC0q.1. and' enlisted.,,
personnel; It is important for training developers visiting field units to have
a definite but flexible agenda; Prior to the tr$p questionnaires and structured
interviews shobld be developed and plans made for collecting the data and making
observations; Several training developers expressed concern during the inter7
-i"views that they would be allowed to see only what units want.them_to se_in"the
field; Data collectorstshould be trained to get arOundthiS 'problem by looking
for objective indicators of unitAperfornance; MUCh can bejearned through nb-
jective structured observation of unit actiVitieSlthiS point iglu her ad-
dressed in a discus-Sion of the validity of feedbadk 'below;

In addition to;providing badlwneeded contact with field personnel; there ..:.

are other advantages;to.includipgtraining developers on.. field Vi4ItS, Training
developers are likely to havemOrd confidence in feedback that they themselVe4.::
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have been involved in collecting. They will: e more motivated to develop m6Ylibas

for obtaining, the kinds -of feedback they he7., Sinc0-they knowthat the need4
information will be collected. They may al 6 Come't- better_appreciatethe
difficulty of obtaining Ubeful feedback from the fie th Also, as suggestecUear-
lier, training deVelOperS_Might be, able'to develop d tailed follow-up questions

during.ihterVieWS:in 91e field, due to their;diret periencl With the produCtS

being evaluated.
.

.
-.-:-

,

There are- however at least two potential_ problems.With sending training
developers to collect teedback in thelfield, The 'firSt is-the additfitnift cost

"of sending additional peOple_td_thefield; nnwever; ;his precedureMIght save
money in the lcihg run if it leadS td imptoved training materials and better

trained soldierS., It might also lessen the number of training evaluatorS

visiting the field andreduce the need fox,training_delielope'rs to tondUCt. sep,-

arate visits` on their own; The second pralem is'that training developers
might introduce bias into the, data they C011act- :Thex_thight inadvertently; or'

purposely; make their products (.e., training maferialsand,;trained;soldiers)

look better than they ACtually_ard by asking quegtiatis In .a biased matner or

by not being objective dotihg interviews. For this reason training'deVelOpet*

should receive instruction in objective methods of data collectiorOJSTOre they

visit the field, acid the data they collect should be used_ohl:i,i internally for

identifying problems and correcting deficiencies amdnot for more general eval-

uative purposes.
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Validity Of Feedback

Subjective versus objective measures. Much of the feedback presently
available' to training develdpers is Subjective in that it s based on the
perceptions and opinions of unit personnel, Among the mo subjective data
are responses:' to student questionnaireS, ratings of grade e performance, CODAP
survey results, and professionalism survey results. If s jective measures
like these are going to be used, then their accuracy or idity must be dem6n-
strated by comparing them with more objective measures, ch as results of tests
and observations. If the subjectIve measures do not coin are favorably,with the
objective ones, then the subjective measures must be re aced by more accurate
ones.

.
Ratings and other ettimates of graduate proficiency on specific tasks, such

as thoSe.collected by the DOES and inT.IDDAP surveys; have not been generally
shoTii to be accurate when compared with'more objective performance measures
(Burnside-, 1982); Therefhte, DbES'personnelShOuld_tOMpare their subjective
measures of task perfdrmance with the resultS of objective performance meas-
urds such as hands-on tests. Unless .asinifitent relationship can be demon -
strated between performance estimates and hands -on performance, the former meas-

ures will have to be abandoned for more accurate bUt expensive perfor#knce

measures.

The.accuracy-of eStimateS of task criticality and frequency of performance

as_c9Ilected by the DOES and in CODAP surveys.has also not been demonstrated.

Butinide (1982) found few studies supporting the accuracy of either frequency

.o rYiticalit estimates: Estimates of time spent on'specific tasks and fre-

quency of performing these tasks are generally inflated, leading to the neces-

sity to use relative rather than absolute judgments. To determine'how accurate

subjective measures of frequency of task performance are, the DOES should ob-

serve the frequency of performance of a selected set of tasks in a field setting

and compare this objective measure of frequency with frequency, estimates. Esti-

mates of task criticality are notoriously unrelliable. If task criticality esti-

mates are to be used at all, Special techniques-may be required to obtain them.

When soldiers are asked to rate criticality, almost all tasks are rated at the

high end of the scale. That is, almost all tasks are considered Critical. This

problem can be overcome by forcing soldiers to.rank.order the tasks from most to

least critical, but this becomes quite difficult as the number of tasks in-

creases. Burnside (1982) discussed another method for obtaining criticality

estimates whereby the criticalizy of each task is compared with that of .each_

and every othei task, in pairs. Although this paired compatison technique,has

been shown to increase., the reliability of criticality estimates, it liecomqs im-'

practical when the numbenof tasks is more than six or eight. Becaugethe re-

liability of cr,iticality estimates'is typically low, their use' isnOtrecerm=

`mended for feedback purposes unless their reliability can be improired by using

special data collection techniques.

-

To-te.ueeful; measures-Of .training effectiveness must proVide_aetailed,

,acCurAte1ftrmation so that.'deficienties in the training can bei4entified and

4orrecte4:-.8e&aUse pVimary goal is not to eValuatetraining, students may

;q1.

;

S... I



not_make_the detailed observations needed for evaluating and modifying training,.
Students" responses to questionnaires about the effectiveness of training may
consist pritarily of gross judgments regarding -the training they received.' This
becomes more likely when the questionnaires ask students to rate the instruction
or instructor on each of several dimensions. When student queStionnaires require
such ratings, they are subject to all the problems associated -with ratings men7
tioned earlier. In addition, responses to student questionnaires may be affected
disproportionately by the style and charisma of the instructor. For these reas-,
ons student questionnaires should not be used ap the primary measure .of training
effectiveness; Generally training effectiveness is more accurately measured by
sending carefully selected, well-trained observers,to objectively record their
observations of training on structured observation form. The DOES presently
sends observers_ to Inspect institutional training but-structured observation
'forms are not always'used,_and those forms that are -used depend too heavily on
subjective assessment of the training. Objective'observation'of training coup-- -

led_with rigorous end -of -block tests is recommended as the best way to evaluate 1

. training. Both training developers and evaluatorg should apply this approach in
both institutional and unit training. Training evaluations should be conducted
in accordance with guidelines provided in ARI Research Products 81-15 through
81-18 (Kristiansen; 1981; Kristiansen and Witmer, 1982a; Kristiansen and Witmer,
1982,13;*Witmer, 19815.

Host of fhe iteKs on the professlonalismSurvey call for- subjective re=
sponses._ Almost every de:-,1 calls for either an attitude, an opiniOn, or an eval-
uation of some aspect oftheArm'Y' as a profession. The purpose of the profes=
sionalism survey_is to ddentify attitudes or opinions that may relate to person-
nel problems such as offIcer or NCO attrition:. However, the DOES has made no
effort to compare survey results with actual'attritiOn fates; and, as best as
could be determined; the validity of professionalism surveys_has;never been es-.
tablished; Furthermore; DOES personnel interviewed indicated titht these surveys

are of little, value in identifying_personnel problems. Unless the validity and
Utility of professionalism or similar surveys can be demonstrated, they should
not,belused for feedbackjourposes.

_ r _

:4 Even relatively objective measures such as tests and objective question-
nairesdo not always provide valid feedback. For example, tests Mhy be admin-

istered in which the soldiers are given assistance or not tested to the cor-

rect standards: On questionnaires, the questions may worded such that the .

respondent is biased toward giving the answer that th uestioner prefers.
Questions askedNduring interviews may also_be worded so that the interviewee:_

gives' -the desired answer, and interviewers may influence the interviewee_by the.

way_that,theyreact to the answers provided; To increase the validity of dipa
gathered through questionnaires and interviews; DOES and DTI_) personnel should

carefUlly develop the questitOns to be asked in advance, paying close attention

to the wording of the questions. Questions should be aimed at obtaining factual
information ratherthan attitudes or opinions; and shouLd only be asked of those

soldiers who are likely to have the relevant experiences to provide the informa't,

tion requested. Questionnaires and'structured interviet4s developed for feed-

back purposes must_not onlyprovide information that is valid but also informa

tic:a that is useful. Therefore, the dquestionnaire or interview eveloper must
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take special care to include only thoge queStions that yield info
a clearly identified use for a specific directorate/department.
guidance in constructing questiOnnaires and structured interviews
Josephine, Wright; and Yudowitcii (1976) or Kristiansem-and Wittat
dix 3);

1Y.

Presently; feedbaCk to the Ceneer/§Choolis based COO much on subjective
measures and not enough on_objective'ones. While intery iews and questionnaires
can provide Valid, useful information when constructed properly; some of the
questions now Used by the DOES and the lack of structure in the interviews in-

vite subjective responses. Along with efforts to tmprOve questionnaires_and
interviews,' training developers and evaluators should increase the use of more

objective methods, such as observation and hands-on_testing,._ Although theSe_

methods are relatively costly and time-consumingi: their application to a small

sample of units may very well yield more useful,feedback than would subjective

measures gathered from every unit in the ArMy.

rmation having
For additional
see Dyer,
(1982a, Appen-'

Criteria ,.,for samples. Maintaining the objectivity of feedback does not

start or end with the collection of data. To insure that the data are represen-

tative of the units visited and field units in general, the.sample of soldiers

from whom the data are obtained must be carefully selected. _Care must be taken

to Select soldiers of different ranks and avoid getting All feedback from the

senior members of units. At the present time, the DOES makes little or no effort

to specify the size or composition of the sample to insure that it is representa-

tive. The DOES's failure to specify clearly in advance the sample from which

data will be obtained not only adversely affects the generaIizability of the

data but also reduces objectivity in decision-making.

Several ti,,f the DOES personnel interviewed expressed difficulty in deciding

how many times a problem should be mentioned by field personnel. before it.could

be considered serious enough to warrant taking_some action. This. difficulty

arose because theDOEShas not established decisiOn-makingicriteria for-deciding

when to act; Without such criteria the decision to ,include a problem as feed7

back to elements of the Celker/School is a ubjective decision. DTD personnel

interviewed indicated an awareness of this problem aneseveral_of them expressed

a hesitancy to accept feedbackfrom the DOES as validisince they did not know

the extent of- problems identified; :ACecision-making criteria are essential to

maintaining_theobjectivity of-feedback and theyshotl!dbe developed by the DOES.

But to- develop these criteria, ;DOES personnel need to know the size and composi-

tion of the sample upon which_ the decision based; the "questionS to be

asked. of the sample, and the kind-`s of responses to each question that, indicate

problems which can be solved by the Center/School; While the use of deciSiOn-

making criteria does not guarantee correct decisions will be made, it does insure'

that consistent, objective decisions that do not vary from one decision-maker to

another will be ma e.

Data Analysis And--Management System

Neither the DOES nor the DTD addressed in this study has an adequate system

for analyzing; maintaining; or distributing the feedback that theyget. Although
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both the DOES and the DTD have access to computer facilities in other locations
at the Center/School, neither has a computer on-site that can ge used for stor-

age and, analysis of feedback data. The lack of an on-4te computer facilitY
tends to discourage thorough analysis of the data, sin& the analysis must
either be performed by hand or through a remote computer terminal. Presently
DO.S aitd DTD personnel store'the feedback they. receive in file drawers through-

-
out theimbffices. This method of storing data 'quickly becomes cumbersome with
different data in different locations and qld data' hovel td,the back of the
file where it remains untouched until it is deStroYed to make room for new data.

As a result, trends _in feedback_over time are not established and data which-may

be similar are rarely integrated or compared. This leads to a lack of continu-:

ity in-feedback, as was discussed earlier.

The DOES, as the primary data cdtlector, an feedback provider at the

Center/School, needs an on-site .computer for.analyzing and maintaining the-data

collected.' .To obtain maximum benefit.f.rbm the computer, procedures must be de-

veloped, for analyzing and'maintainiagthe data, acquirtd. Existing -data manage-

ment and analysis packages can'be usea!for' this purpose to a certain extent.

These packages may need to-be modified or supplemented by other techniques to

fit the particular -needs 4 the DOES or those to whoni the DOES provides feedback.

ProtOtype data analysis and managementtechniques should be developed based upon

existing data apdiexpanded as more data become gvailable. ,TheSexpechniques may

include objectibormethods for establishing and updating long-term data trends,

procedures for displaying complex .data in slmple pictorial formats, decision-

making sub-routines based on Objecive criterla for Automatically. identifying
Critical. problems, and methods to monitor suggested revisions in Center/School

training, in order tO'determine their effecta.

Care should be .taken. to insure that the computer dbes not become just a

depository for large'pools of unvalidated subjective data. For example, CODAe

data are highly subjective and may he out-of-date by the time they are available.

The Army produces a number of data files, s'dme of which are basedqarelatively

objective information and others that consist primarily of subjective data. The

.DOES should' maintain awareness'of the method§ used to collect various types of

feedback data. Data obtained by objective methods such as systematic 'observa-

tion qr hands-on tests are usually reliable and can be entered into the data

base without_ further verification. -.Subjective data, on the other hand, should

always be checked by COmparing it to data obtained via more objective methods.

For example, supervisors' 'appraisals of subordinates' performance on specific

tasks are not acceptable for entry in the data baSe, unless theseappraisals can

be shown to strongly relate to measures of hands-on performance. Similarly

responses to student questidanaires may"not accurately measure_ training effec-

tiveness and should not be included in the data base unless they are shown to
t

relate to systematic observation or other objective measures of training effec-

_)ftiveness.

,
Feedback data stored in the computer shoUld be

DTD and, other training developers as well as by the
instructional departments would hale easy access to,

located at the DTD or the instructional departments'.

A
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readily accessible by -the.

DOES. Ideally DTD _and the.

these data thrbugh.tertiftais
An appropriate command



from a terminal to the computer would create a printout of the various types of ,

data (e.g., test results, responses to questionnaires) available in thedata
'base and the options and procedures available for analyzing or displaying them;
From this list the user could select the type of data and method of anaIsis to
beemployed: Subsequent instructions could be used to select the time frame
and soIdietpopulation of interest; With such a system the user could quickly
retrieve the data needed;

TheDOES computer could-be used_to quickly generate tablea, graphs; Sta-E-
tisties; and summaries.of,,majorproblems observed within a given titheft-ate for
inclusion in- monthl y or quarterly reports. Thiswoulddecrease the amount of

:,time required,by DOES pera-ohnel,to produce a_report; thereby increasing the
t.ime_availabletOr C011etting dataor conducting:special studies. These reports
could be!stored permanently in th6-:',Computer and could be readily accessible to_

users. through terminalS; Users could also create their own reports for special .

purposes by selecting theappropriate-analyais options -and obtaininga printout
through a terminal; Dirett access to feedback data and reports based on these
data would greatly speed and increasethe_flowof feedback fro training evaIu-

'ators to training developers. It:would also allow feedback to be tailored to
the needs of users; resulting in Closing of the continuous feedback loop dis-

cussed earlier.

Summary.

_:.:Training developers are not getting all the feedback they need for improv-

4-hg_training programs and materials. Additional feedbackis needed on use of

training materials and more specific feedback is-needed on graduate performance;

including information identifying which taSkS.Jand parts of tasks soldiers have

difficulty performing and_the reasons forpoor performance. In providing this

feedback it is important for training evaluators the sample and time

frame from which the data were' obtained and e methods use. .or obtaining the

data.

One problem with the flow of feedback s the.lack of coordination between

training developersijmd evaIuators.2Trainin deV6lOpers_need to become more

involved in the development oftluesticina_Used n'data collection instruments

and in the data' collection process itself. Fe-dback sourcea.available at the

Center/School should -be utilized more extensively; and training developers

should accompany training evaluators on visits to field_units. Training devel-

Opers_and evaluators should interact continuously in order to close the feed-

batk loop.

Presently both the DOES and the DID are relying too heavily on tubjective.

data;:such as prOficiency;_freqiienty, and criticality estimates Subjective

data should_not be_u-sed UnleSS their validity can be established.' More em-

phasis-should be placed upon relativelY objective measures_tuch as observations

and hands..--on tests. Questionnaires and interviews ahOUld be_upgraded bytare_

fully wording each question and weeding out cluestidii that elitit

subjective responses. :The sample to whomthe iineationnaires and interviews are

'td.be adthipLitered must be specified in adVanC41. and:carefully selected.
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Objective procedures utilizing set criteria should be used for interpreting
data and identifying significantArrobleMs; rather than the subjective methods
presently used

An automated data analysis and management system is needed to'insute that
data collected for feedback purposes are thoroughly analyzed, maintained over
time, and efficienay distributed to those who need them. This system shoUld
be physically located at the DOES facilities, but it should_be accessible via
terminals to the DTD and other training developers. With the proper choice'
of data analysis and management_packagesi an automated.data management system
could perform maziy useful functions, including identification of trends,
automated decision-making, and. the efficient generation and distribution of
reports. The availability of valid data in such a system will go along way
toward making feedback the continuous interactive process that it should be.
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APPENDIX .A

INTERVIEW FORE
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Dir/Dept

INFORMATION FEEDBACK NEEDS OF CENTER/SCHOOL
DIRECTORATES/DEPARTMENTS

INTERVIEll WORKSHEET 1

DiViSt

Interviewee Date

,

INTRODUCTION

1. Purpose_of project_ 5.

i. Design- OfTfeeqack sydtem for Cents /Schools:-
b.. Feedback on both soldier performance -and use of training MethAdd.

c. Interviewing division branch chiefis in DTEr, OAFMS; and other agencies as needed.

2 Information flow schematic
-tr a. Sources

b. Division /branch processing/of information
c. Feedback from users

3; Conduct of interview
A. Oiganized by type of information
b: Not an evaluation or audit of anyone's job

Want opportunity to come back later

INITIAL INQUIRY

What types of information does yourdivision/branch currently get collect or'

receive} that relates'to.performance of soldiers or use of training tAtittialp in the

field?

Soldier Performance

(.

TT 5478 A-2

Uite-o-f-mateiials :



4.

INFORMATION FEEDBACK NEEDS OF CENTER/SCHOOL
DIRECTORATES/DEPARTMENTS

INTERVIEW WORKSHEET 2

Dir/Dept inV/Er

Item

I; In what form do you get this information? Is it useful and reliable_in this form?

2., From where do you get it? Who in your division/branch gets it?

4.

3; What's done with the-information in your division/branch? (Is its form chang ?

Is it analyzed or.otherwise processed? Is it filed? Where? What conclusions and
recommendations are developed? What reports are generated?)

4; Where are the results of yOur-processini_of the.informafion Bent? _What feedbac_
doyou receive from usetaiof the information? If more feedback is needed; what kind?

5; What document or regulation prescribes the use of this information?

A-3

PT 5478
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Dir/Dept

Item

Div/gr

Additional Comments indicate whether comments are general or keyed to
4
queitionp on

previous page):

In 54'78 .4"



Dir/Dept

INFORMATION FEMSRACR NEEDS-OF,OENTERISC400L:
DIRECTORATES /DEPARTMENTS

INTFIWIEWMORIC$HEET

DiV/Br

CLOSING INQUIRY

What other types of feedback on soidier,perforMance or use of materials dO
you need-that you don't Currently get?' In whap ways dah feedback from the field

be improved?
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APPENDIX 'B.

TRAINING INSPECTION REPORT

DATA COLLECTION FORM
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. ., TRAINING- II1,5117.etTON REPORT"

4*

i,

L. yt: .

''!.0.ed '.treT.I.Ine 4-

"

--7--7--

4 rti6ii6:s.' ,
r -.4

'.. , 1.
t ..-

; t
.1- nded

c'.,...:. 1 -....

EjpctiTask

Inr

3onel Present for Training

:-;bnhel AbsentTrbm :Training

1

Ti e Evaluator Arrii.ied,

of Ei.-raluator/EValUators

.0

of Person OUtbriefed



BEST CQPYTIMPIELE

1. Did the trainer give a diagnostic examination prior to.the
-instruction?

IT
2. If so, how many GOs ; GOS

3: What was the standard for & GO?

Did.-.hLdiaghostic 'exam marc',, the. training and the poSt.test?

Did the trainer have the lesson plan prepared?

: -

WaSthe.lesson plan IAW the soldierS manual task, condition,
:Acid standards? _ .

. Are the tasks, conditlons, and standards correct?,

tR °
7

.

13.t* Were the tasks; conditions, d standards exp/ ined:adequately
to the student? A; .1- 4 "I

. Did the trainer give thereaonefor the subject

18 klas the'"need to knead" zed?

1

11. Did the training Match the training objective?

12. Did. the trainer display adequate knowledge of.Ahe-_subject
matter?

14.. '
; 4

13; Did the trainer give all necessary information?

fl. Did the trainer present any unnecessary information?.

Diu th, trainer ute understand,ble words?

.-t.Aeild the trainer demonstrate, how to perform the tasks
ioctly?

YES NO

1'



'is'Lare. the Audents of forged tune for praCtiCal.iskerdiates?

4id the:stUdenta,COMplete_the task correctly, at least once,
without coaching or assistance?

rs
19. Was there enough time for hands on training/practice?

Ivassimmediate feedback given to the students after the
'practice/

_
2l- Did the Students actively participate?

; ,

22. Were the students encouraged to ask questions?

*41

, bid the trainer show iiTltIrrst'ielping-the soldier to
learn?

4

24.. Was the training site wejlorganized?

')

25. pld the trainer arrange the training so all could see and
hear?

Ware all required support materials end personnel present
and 'on time?

27. Was all support equipment operational?

28. Were the training materials and handouts called for used?
If not,owhy not?

Were training aids introduced and explained as part of the
an:-:rnction? If not, why not?

Diu the students have access to the ee:u.:t7r.ileht/traiting aids?

What was the ratio of instructors /Ale per student?
it adequate for the subject?

B=4

ca

.YES NO



BEST C!TY riril a. BLE

32. What was the ratioof equipment/training aids per
student?
Was it adequate for the. subject

33. Were the las used effectively?

34. Did the Ais display adequate knowledge of the subject matter?
f

35. Was Ehutty perfoimanceof either4the instructor or student
identified and corrected?

16. Didthe soldiers receive .atest on the subject?

37. How long did.the test occur after the compltpan of
training?

38. .Was the test ,as close as possible to the joU environment?
.;

39. Did the training objective and the training match the test?

e.

46. Were the pass/fail standards Clear and correct?

41; Were the pass/fail

, ._
42. Were the:specified

Standards the same

standardsffapplied?

for all students?_

43. Were the testers the same personneL asthe instructors?

Were the students:giVen immediate feedback on their perfOrm-
an:e after testing?

W u t T A 4 111,1 di teract i r N ,V I

a. :,01..t: C. T.L.C.

b Ir:':;,1:1-upticns 2. Z.:.0i17,...1t
.

c. ':aghting Trati:.frx; Arda/Facility
r. J'

d. Temperature

YES NO

i



.1.

41,. waA all student training time used effectively? If'n,i
'why not?

47. Did the trainer'.provide a sumMary of taskdi. conditions and
standards?

48. Was concurrent training utilized during.the block of
instruction?

49.' If concurrent training was utilize91, was it Ctive?

50. If test given: 1

Ni.i.Mber Tested

Number GOs

:Number. NO GO

Number Retested

NuMber of GOs on Retest

4.

rj
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YES NO
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rnmAnKs SECTION: ,

RECOMMENDATfONS'V

OTECtrilENESiOFTPAININGt.

AccceiPliphe0 the training objective

Did not accomplish the training objective

;Ter

gvaluator5 Signature:






